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Abstract 

 

Interviews are widely used by hiring managers to inform their decisions; however, the interview 

evaluations have been found to be influenced by various factors, including the physical and 

professional appearance of the candidates. With the growing popularity of video interviews, my 

research examines how the appearance of video backgrounds, through the presence of personal 

objects, can influence interviewer judgements. It also adds to the personnel selection literature by 

testing a theory – the Prototype Match Model – to examine how appearances, more generally 

influence interviewer judgements. Using an experimental design that controls for the video 

background and involved 92 undergraduate and graduate students, I found no evidence that the 

presence of personal objects in the background elicit inferences of personality traits and 

influence interviewer evaluations.  There was, however, some evidence to suggest that a 

prototype match process occurs in the interview, where the closer candidates match the 

interviewers’ vision of the ideal employee, the more positive their interview outcomes are.  
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Chapter One: Introduction 

 Employees are considered an organization’s most valuable assets (Amabile & Kramer, 

2011); therefore, assessments of potential new employees are an essential process for all 

organizations. The employment interview is the most common tool used by employers to inform 

their hiring decisions. It entails asking job candidates questions to develop insights into their 

qualifications for the position and how they will fit into the organization. Despite the intention to 

focus on candidates’ responses, interviewers’ perceptions of candidate fit and hiring 

recommendations have been found to be influenced by how candidates present themselves 

(Barrick et al., 2009; Kristof-Brown et al., 2002). In interviews, candidates’ self presentation 

typically includes their physical attractiveness (Dipboye et al., 1975; Torres & Gregory, 2018), 

but also their professional appearance, such as their level of grooming and dress attire (Forsythe 

et al., 1985; Riggio & Throckmorton, 1988).  

While interviews have been primarily conducted in-person, the remote working 

circumstances prescribed by the COVID-19 pandemic accelerated employers to adopt video 

interviews (Maurer, 2020). Video interviews are like in-person interviews but are conducted 

through video capturing technologies such as laptops. As such, an important difference between 

in-person interviews and video interviews is the interview environment. With an in-person 

interview, the environment is controlled by the employers, and is the same for every job 

candidate. In video interviews candidates can manage their self-presentation by changing their 

physical location and/or their environment– whether that is the room’s setup or a digital 

backdrop the candidate selects (e.g., Zoom offers preloaded background displays that are 

accessible to all users, and users can easily upload their own virtual backgrounds). Hiring 

practitioners advise taking video interviews at home where candidates can best control their 
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video interview environments and advocate for candidates to use blank walls as their video 

backgrounds to avoid distractions (Liu, 2020; Maurer, 2020). At the same time, there advocates 

of using the objects in the background to frame the candidate in a positive light (Pelta, 2020). 

Although there are many opinions on the topic, research has not yet explored if cues in 

candidates’ video backgrounds, namely visible personal objects, can influence interviewers’ 

judgements – whether positively or negatively. My research asks: Do personal objects in 

candidates’ video backgrounds influence interviewers’ judgements? I argue that the video 

background is a form of candidate appearance; however, despite evidence that candidate 

appearance can affect interviewer evaluations, little is known as to how it occurs. As such, I also 

aim to answer the more general question of how candidate appearances affect interview 

evaluations and outcomes.  

To investigate these questions, I draw from Lowman, Harms, and Mills’ (2019) Prototype 

Match Model. The model outlines how interviewers use various components of a candidate’s 

appearance to derive assumptions about the candidate. Interviewers then use those assumptions 

about the candidate to compare against their preconceived notion of the ideal candidate (their 

prototype). The closer the interviewers’ assumptions about the candidate match their prototype, 

the more positively the interviewers are influenced by the candidate’s appearance. My research 

adapts the Prototype Match Model by differentiating candidates’ physical and professional 

appearances, categorizing their video backgrounds as the latter. I propose that during 

unstructured interviewers, where interviewers do not have a set criterion for evaluation, objects 

in candidates’ video backgrounds will influence trait inferences made about the candidate which 

will subsequently influence interviewers’ evaluations of the candidates’ organizational fit. To 

test my hypotheses, I will be deploying an experimental design involving student participants 



3 

 

acting as interviewers in an unstructured interview evaluating a candidate with the candidate’s 

video background being manipulated to have various conditions with different types of objects 

present.  

My study has important theoretical and practical contributions. The Prototype Match 

Model has yet to be tested. Testing the model empirically is important because it is the first 

model aimed at explaining how candidates’ appearances influence interviewers’ evaluations, 

which can apply to all jobs and interview situations – in-person or video. Understanding this 

process in more depth has important practical implications. Candidates’ appearances are one of 

the first pieces of information an interviewer receives, and there is much evidence indicating that 

impressions made early in the interview heavily influence interviewers’ final decisions (Barrick 

et al., 2010; Carnes et al., 2019). Furthermore, while appearances can elicit favorable hiring 

decisions, they are not indicative of future performance (Barrick et al., 2009); even a small 

amount of favourability towards one candidate over another potentially better candidate can 

result in a hire that leads to costly losses in productivity (Hardy et al., 2021). By extension of 

investigating the effect of candidate appearances, my research explores if video backgrounds can 

influence interviewers. There is a growing body of research focusing on video interviews; 

however, few of those studies examine how this medium affects or changes how interviewers 

process information from the candidate (Blacksmith et al., 2016). It becomes even more 

important to understand how candidates’ video backgrounds can influence the hiring process 

since the use of video interviewing is only expected to increase (Wright et al., 2020). Finally, this 

research adds to the growing body of person-organization (PO) fit research. It is known that 

interviewers incorporate their evaluation of PO fit - how well a candidate’s personality and 

values align with the organization - into their hiring recommendations (Judge & Cable, 1997; 
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Rynes & Gerhart, 1990), but those interviewers’ fit evaluations are seldomly accurate (Adkins et 

al., 1994; Bretz et al., 1993). Due to this discrepancy, candidates can influence interviewers’ 

evaluation of fit through self-presentation (Higgins & Judge, 2004; A. Kristof-Brown et al., 

2002); however, there has been recent call for more research to better understand this process 

(Barrick & Parks-Leduc, 2019). My research helps fill this gap by explaining how candidates’ 

professional appearance, specifically their video backgrounds, can influence interviewers’ 

evaluations of PO fit.  
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

In this thesis I ultimately want to test a theory for how appearances can influence 

interviewers’ hiring recommendation. I focus on how candidates’ video backgrounds can 

influence the perceptions of their personality traits, aiming for those personality trait inferences 

fit with those of the hiring organization. Interviewers’ perceptions of this match influence their 

hiring recommendations (Cable & Judge, 1997; Kristof‐Brown, 2000). In the case of my 

research, this perceived fit between candidate and organization is expected to mediate the 

relationship between candidates’ appearances and interviewers’ hiring recommendations. 

This literature review is broken up into three parts. First, I will review the vast literature 

relating to interviews, highlighting a major trend in the literature: structured interviews. While 

structured interviews improve upon previous concerns about the interview as a selection tool, 

they are not always used in practice. From this I will explain the need for descriptive interview 

research – research that examines what practices interviewers are using, which includes video 

interviews. It will also justify why my study will take place in the context of an unstructured 

interview. Second, I will explain how interviewers evaluate candidates for their fit and review 

the PO fit literature, covering the relationship between candidates’ values and personalities and 

fit. Finally, I will review the literature on how candidates’ self presentation and impression 

management (IM) tactics can influence interviewers’ evaluations of fit and hiring 

recommendations.  

Interviews  

Interviews are the most common form of assessment and are the most heavily researched 

(Ryan & Ployhart, 2014). The interview has been defined as a social interaction between 

interviewer(s) and candidate, primarily used as a hiring decision making tool (Levashina et al., 



6 

 

2014; Posthuma et al., 2002). The social interaction consists of one or more members of an 

organization asking questions to the candidate. Interviews heavily influence hiring decisions 

because they are typically used near the end of the selection process to assess those job 

candidates who have demonstrated a minimum level of qualifications through the screening 

process (e.g., employers’ initial evaluation of the candidates’ resumé and/or application form; 

Catano et al., 2013).  

The social interaction nature of the traditional interview has been routinely criticized by 

academics for having low reliability and validity (e.g., Arvey & Campion, 1982; Harris, 1989). 

The conversational style of the interview results in interviewers not asking the same questions to 

all candidates, and of those questions being asked, most are seldomly predictive of future job 

performance (Janz, 1983; Schmitt, 1976). Since Wagner’s (1949) first review of the interview 

literature, which concluded that interviews should be a standardized procedure, researchers have 

focused in on investigating structured interviews: interviews that ask pre-set questions to all 

candidates and have a standardized procedure for evaluating their responses. Several meta-

analyses have found that greater structure improves the interview’s validity and reliability 

(Conway et al., 1995; Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; McDaniel et al., 1994). Structured interviews 

have also been found to reduce the influence interviewers’ judgements based on candidates’ 

gender (Pogrebtsova et al., 2020), weight (Kutcher & Bragger, 2004), and use of strategic self-

presentation (Tsai et al., 2005). Greater structure allows interviewers to focus on the important 

aspects of the interview – the candidates’ responses (Forret & Turban, 1996). While important, 

the focus on structured interviews has been a dominate trend in interview research. This can be 

problematic because many interviewers prefer using traditional, unstructured interview styles 

(Highhouse, 2008; Rivera, 2015; van der Zee et al., 2002).  
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There are several proposed reasons why unstructured interviews are still ubiquitous in the 

hiring process. From the interviewers’ side, unstructured interviewers can minimize training, 

preparation, and resources to conduct. While large organizations can have trained human 

resource (HR) employees deliver the interview, interview for small and medium sized 

organizations are often conducted by those who have no formal training (Bartram & Lindley, 

1995). In larger organizations that do have the resources, the opportunity costs associated with 

preparing a structured interview can be expensive (Rivera, 2015). Furthermore, low barriers to 

execute unstructured interviews can explain why a survey of 255 professionals found the 

interview to be the most practical selection assessment tool (Furnham, 2008). Using unstructured 

interviews also provide the interviewer the opportunity to sell or highlight the positive aspects of 

the organization to the candidate (Dipboye, 1997; Marr & Cable, 2014; Wilhelmy et al., 2016). 

Finally, interviewers tend to believe that their intuition is superior at making predictions 

(Highhouse, 2008) which allows them to extract more nuanced information (Rivera, 2015). 

Indeed, Dana, Dawes, and Peterson (2013) found that people preferred unstructured interviews 

even when they were told that it would provide random information. The interviewers’ belief 

that they could extract meaning from even random information was their downfall, as they 

unsurprisingly failed to make accurate inference about the candidate based on the interview.  

Another reason why unstructured interviews are popular is because job candidates favour 

them. A meta-analysis from Hauknecht et al. (2004) that examined 86 independent samples with 

48,750 observations found that interviews were the most favorable selection tool (M =3.84 out of 

5), followed by work samples (M=3.63), resumés (M =3.57), and references (M =3.33). A 

proposed reason for candidates’ fondness of interviews is because it provides them an 

opportunity to use nonverbal communication such as body position and smiling. This rationale 
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can explain why candidates prefer in-person interviews over video interviews (Proost et al., 

2021). In video interviews the camera aperture can limit the video to capturing only the 

candidates’ figure from the neck up, thereby hiding certain nonverbal behaviors such as hand 

gestures and posture. A meta-analysis by Blacksmith et al. (2016) of 13 unique samples and over 

1,500 observation found applicant reactions to be lower for video interviews indicating more 

favorable towards in-person interviews. However, unlike the interview structure, despite how 

candidates feel about video interviews they are being increasingly adopted by employers because 

they save time and money due to less effort required to coordinate time and space to conduct in-

person interviews (McColl & Michelotti, 2019; Weed, 2020; Wright et al., 2020).  

Video Interviews 

Video interviews, with their increasing adoption, pose a new opportunity for stagnant 

interview research. Ryan and Polyhart’s (2014) recent review of the selection literature stated 

that "there has not been much [interview] research activity beyond some studies of acceptance 

and improving the value of structured interviews" (p. 700). Indeed, this was echoed by Macan’s 

(2009) latest review on interview research when she said “[a] main focus in the last six years has 

centered on the reasons “structured” interviews show greater predictive validity” (p. 214). And 

since her review, little has changed; thus, interview literature would benefit from more 

descriptive research – research that explores what the interviewer practices are and how they 

work. Due to its increasing adoption video interviews provide such an area to study (Ryan & 

Ployhart, 2014; Sackett & Lievens, 2008). This is especially important considering the plethora 

of research that indicates that practitioners still use error prone unstructured interview formats 

and that there is an absence of research that examines how aspects unique to the video medium 

can affect interviewers’ evaluation and hiring recommendations.  
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The following sections of this review will cover both the candidate and interviewer 

factors that can influence interviewer evaluations. Since the interview is a social interaction, it is 

important to understand both candidates’ and interviewers’ perspectives (Dipboye et al., 2012). 

These sections will review evidence from in-person interview research and extrapolate it further 

to explain how it can apply to video interviews. However, prior to reviewing the mechanisms 

that influence interviewers’ evaluations, it is first important to review what interviewers are 

evaluating.   

Fit 

The typical objective of the interview is to inform a hiring recommendation or hiring 

decision. To form those conclusions, it has been traditionally proposed that interviews use 

evaluations of the person-job (PJ) fit – a candidate’s ability to meet the demands of the job 

(Sekiguchi, 2004). PJ fit is primarily formed through interviewers’ evaluations of candidates’ 

knowledge, skills, abilities, and other attributes and competencies (KSAOs) In Kristof-Brown’s 

(2000) examination of 31 recruiters from four different organizations, she found that 100% them 

used candidates’ KSAOs and 81% of them used personality attributions to evaluate PJ fit. Given 

that interviews are used later in the selection process, the candidates are seen as generally 

employable (with those who are not being screened out); therefore, only those additional 

qualifications that a candidates share about the specifics of the job and organization fit are seen 

as influential (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Rynes & Gerhart, 1990). Indeed, Kristof-Brown, 

Barrick, and Franke (2002) found that candidates describing their skills and experiences in a 

positive light and explaining how they relate to the demands of the position was positively 

associated with interviewers’ perceptions of PJ fit. Similarly, Wade and Kinicki (1995) found 

that the influence of candidates’ interview skills on hiring decisions were mediated by their 
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perceptions of qualifications such as occupational experience and personal drive; however, in 

addition to that, the authors found that interpersonal attraction (liking the applicant and the 

candidates’ appearance) also mediated the relationship, which can be explained by PO fit. 

Person-Organization Fit  

Kristof (1996) defined PO fit as “the compatibility between people and organizations that 

occurs when: a) at least one entity provides what the other needs, or b) they share similar 

fundamental characteristics or c) [ideally] both.” (p. 4-5). Many other researchers’ definitions of 

PO fit align with Kristof’s second point - the level of congruence between the values, goals, and 

personality of the candidate and organization (e.g., Barrick & Parks-Leduc, 2019; Judge et al., 

2000). The latter definition aligns with Tom’s (1971) conclusions that congruence between 

individuals’ and organizations’ personalities are central to PO fit. Tom’s work has been regarded 

as the origin of PO fit research (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Research into PO fit as a selection 

criterion was spurred on from an increasing interest in contextual activities and performance 

rather than those that are job and task specific (Borman & Motwildo, 1993). Borman and 

Motwidlo (1993), distinguish contextual activities as 1) contributing (directly or indirectly) to the 

core functions of an organization1, 2) common to many or all jobs in the organization, 3) driven 

by motivational and personality characteristics rather than KSAOs, and 4) not role prescribed. 

Since contextual activities and performance are not tied to any specific job, they are influenced 

by PO, rather than PJ, fit (Kristof-Brown, 1997). Indeed, in a meta-analysis by Kristof-Brown, 

Zimmerman, and Johnson (2005) found that PO fit had strong significant correlations with job 

satisfaction (.50), organizational commitment (.65), and intent to quit (-.47). This finding was 

 
1 “[The contextual activities] support the organizational, social, and psychological environment in which the 

technical core [activities and tasks] must function” (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, p. 73) 
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further supported by McCulloch and Turban’s (2007) study of call centre employees, that found 

significant correlations between PO fit and employee retention (.36) and job satisfaction (.37).  

The dominate theory for PO fit research is Schneider’s (1987) Attraction, Selection, 

Attrition (ASA) framework. The theory posits employees will be attracted to, selected by, and 

remain at organizations whose attributes are the same as their own. Indeed, based on the previous 

evidence this carries some weight; however, the specifics of the theory are poorly defined and 

have lacked advancement by scholars (Nelson & Billsberry, 2008). In fact, Schneider, Goldstiein 

and Smith in review of the 1995 theory stated:  

[The ASA framework] is vague in several regards. For example, the model proposes that 

people are differentially attracted to organizations based on some sort of fit between 

“personal and organizational” characteristics. However, what is meant by “personal and 

organizational” characteristics is left unspecified. The model also proposes that persons 

who do not fit the organization they join will leave, leading to increasing homogeneity of 

persons in the organization. Precisely how to measure fit and how to index homogeneity 

and on what issues are left unspecified (p. 748). 

As a result of lacking specificity, researchers are usually split between PO fit being 

predominately a match between individuals’ and organizations’ values or a match between their 

personalities and goals (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). In addition, ASA theory assumes that 

selection will be based on an actual fit between the candidate and organization, but in practice 

this is not the common case. 

In theory, an interviewer with a strong grasp of his/her organization and ability to 

accurately inferred the candidate’s attributes will perceive a PO fit that is closely aligned with 

the candidate’s actual PO fit. Perceived fit is defined as the assessment of congruence between 
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the candidate’s and organization’s attributes, while actual (or objective) fit is defined as fit that is 

calculated directly through the comparison of the candidate and organization’s self-report 

attributes (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). While perceived PO fit has been found be positively 

associated with hiring recommendations, it has not been found to correlate with actual fit 

(Adkins et al., 1994; Cable & Judge, 1997). Adkins, Russell, and Werbel (1994) argue that 

instead of having congruence between the perceived interview and actual PO fit, the perceived fit 

was instead found to be associated with congruence between the candidate and the hiring 

decision makers’ image of an ideal employee. Brertz, Rynes, and Gerhart (1993) found that 

recruiters relied on universally desired characteristics, consisting of the candidates’ ability to 

present themselves (communication and appearance), as the basis for forming PO fit perceptions. 

Another suggested reason for why interviewers are not able to make accurate inferences on 

candidates’ traits is because candidates manage their presentation to the interviewer, having them 

ascribe favorable traits to them (Barrick et al., 2000).  

For interviews, perceived fit is crucial to understand as it influences interviewers’ hiring 

recommendations. While the ASA theory is a good starting point it does not capture the process 

by which interviewers form their perceptions of fit – it only provides insight into the outcomes of 

actual fit. In their latest review of the literature Barrick and Parks-Leduc (2019) called for more 

research into how self-presentation influence the interviewer’s perceptions of candidate fit. My 

research will focus on how one aspect of self-presentation, appearance - namely the appearance 

of one’s video background - can influence interviewers’ evaluations of fit and ultimately their 

hiring recommendations.  
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Influence 

The social nature of the interview allows opportunities for candidates to use self-presentation 

tactics to influence interviewers’ evaluations. Self-presentation can be strategic on behalf of the 

candidate. Strategic self-presentation is defined as feature affected by augmentation motives 

design to elicit or shower others’ attribution of the actors’ characteristics (Jones & Pittman, 

1982). Barrick, Shaffer and DeGrassi (2009) suggest that three important aspects of self-

presentation in an interview are candidates’ appearance, impression management (IM), and 

verbal and nonverbal behaviors.   

Appearance is how a candidate looks, whether that is their physical composition (i.e., face, 

body, hair, eyes) or their professional appropriateness (i.e., dress attire and grooming). Most of 

the research examining the effect of appearances in interviews have focused on candidates’ 

overall physical attractiveness (e.g., Dipboye et al., 1975; Johnson et al., 2010; Snyder et al., 

1988). The extant literature on professional appearances have primarily examined dress attire 

and grooming, specifically focusing on females (Forsythe et al., 1985; Goudge & Littrell, 1989; 

Mack & Rainey, 1990). While these self-presentation factors are important, research has not 

gone far in detailing the various factors of candidates’ appearances, especially their professional 

appearances, and testing the methods by which they influence interviewers’ judgements. Instead, 

the growing body of research that focuses on self-presentation in the interview have been 

directed towards IM and candidates’ verbal and nonverbal behaviors.  

IM can be grouped into two categories: self-promotion and other enhancement (Barrick et al., 

2009). Self-promotion in the context of the interview is when candidates describe their 

experience and accomplishments positively to elicit a perception of competence from the 

interviewer (Stevens & Kristof, 1995). Other enhancement involves candidates acting in a 
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manner that inspires liking from the interviewer. In their 2017 meta-analysis that included 18 

articles, 42 unique effect sizes and a total sample size of 8,635, Peck and Levashina found that 

both types of IM were significantly related to interviewer’s rating (self-promotion, r = 0.24; other 

enhancement, r = 0.17). Similarly, verbal, and nonverbal behaviors have been found to influence 

interviewers’ evaluation (Levashina et al., 2014). Verbal behaviors do not include the content of 

the candidates’ response but rather the speech style (e.g., intonation and speed), while nonverbal 

behaviors involve visual cues such as smiling, body posture, and eye contact (DeGroot & Gooty, 

2009; DeGroot & Motowidlo, 1999). 

For video interviews, the most significant self-presentation difference between in-person and 

video interviews comes in the form of visual cues (Sears et al., 2013). Exploring the effect of 

appearances is especially important for video interviews where new factors as such candidates’ 

video backgrounds can contribute to impression formation (Zandan & Lynch, 2020). 

Unfortunately, of the three types of self-presentation tactics used in interviews, the least 

researched is candidates’ appearance. While there is some indication that candidates’ physical 

appearances can influence interviewers in video interviews (Torres & Gregory, 2018), there has 

not been any research into how candidates’ professional appearances influence interviewers. My 

research will contribute to the gap in the literature by exploring how candidates’ video 

backgrounds act as form of professional appearance that can influence interviewers’ judgements.  

Motivations for Self-Presentation 

Self-presentation is a phenomenon that is rooted in two theories from the field of social 

psychology: social influence theory and interdependence theory. Interdependence theory 

examines the individuals’ interests in the situational context in which behavior is elicited 

(Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003). The theory describes various levels of dependence (one party 
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relying on another) and alignment of interests that can lead to self-presentation. In a job 

interview, candidates are typically dependent on the interviewer, especially entry-level and one’s 

looking to progress vertically, because the interviewer holds a level of control over their 

employment at that organization. The interests of both the interviewer and candidates may also 

not be aligned as one party is interested in hiring the right employee, while the other party 

desires to merely be hired. For these types of unequal dependency and interest situations, 

interdependence theory suggests that the candidate will engage in self-presentation and IM 

(whether truthful or not) to influence the interviewer. Findings from Peck and Levashina’s 

(2017) meta-analysis aligns with the theory’s suggestion when it was found that IM is more 

common and has a greater influence interviewers’ evaluation compared with managers’ 

performance appraisal evaluations.2  Given these theories it becomes clear that candidates are 

motivated to present themselves in a positive manner to interviewers.   

Counter to interdependency theory, researchers and practitioners have suggested that for 

video interviews candidates will make poor self-presentation decisions leading to poorer 

evaluations (Liu, 2020; Ryan & Ployhart, 2014; Tippins, 2009). Indeed, candidates can make 

poor choices. For example, of 30 observed interviews, McColl and Michellotti (2019), noted 12 

instances of inappropriate candidate settings (e.g., a candidate having a distracting toy dinosaur 

in the background). But that sample size is far too small to make conclusions. Instead, a recent 

survey of 156 working individuals found that those individuals with a greater affinity for 

technology stated that they believed there are more opportunities for IM compared with in-

person interviews (Basch et al., 2020). Threats and opportunities to self-presentation afforded by 

 
2 The goal of performance appraisals is to improve the employee (DeNisi & Murphy, 2017); therefore, it is 

understandable that the appraising manager and employee share similar interests, requiring less self-presentation 

tactics from the employee.  
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video interviews is something that research has not examined and is therefore a gap in the 

literature.   

Self-Presentation Affecting Interviewers 

The second proposed theory, social influence theory is one of the most broadly studied areas 

in social psychology. It posits that a target’s thoughts, feelings, or behaviors can be affected by 

an actor’s (or actors’) actual, implied, or imagined presence or actions (Levy et al., 1998). It can 

trigger a target’s (or interviewer’s) affective reactions such as the liking of the influencer (or 

candidate) (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004) and/or alignment with the target’s cognitive structures 

(i.e., expectations, beliefs, or assumptions; Levy et al., 1998). A takeaway from social influence 

theory is that those who are skilled self-presentation will be more likely to succeed at influencing 

others.  

The effect of self-presentation on interviewers’ judgements have been well documented. In a 

meta-analysis, Barrick, and coauthors (2009) found that appearance, IM, and verbal and 

nonverbal behaviors had strong, positive effect on interviewer ratings (r = .53, .47, .40 

respectively). Similarly, Higgins and Judge (2004) found that those candidates who used others 

enhancement IM elicited higher ratings of perceived PO and PJ fit from interviewers. A 

proposed reason why these tactics influence interviewers’ judgements so greatly is because of 

interviewers’ use of heuristics, specifically anchoring, where information early in the interaction 

may serve as an anchor for the interview outcome (Buijsrogge et al., 2021; Derous et al., 2016). 

Supporting this, Barrick, Swider, and Stewart (2010) found that interviewers’ impressions made 

at the beginning of the interview, when interview and candidate are establishing their rapport, 

significantly influenced final selection decisions. Those impressions might be even quicker, as 

Willis and Todorvo (2006) found that people made assumptions about another’s traits from only 
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a mere 100-milisecond exposure to their face. If information that is presented earlier on in the 

interview is weighted more heavily by the interviewer when forming his/her judgements, then it 

is understandable that Barrick and coauthors (2009) found candidates’ appearances to have the 

greatest effect on interviewers’ ratings amongst all the other self-presentation tactics; the 

candidates’ appearance is the first bit of information an interviewer receives in the interview.  

Appearances can vary widely. It has been established that they can influence interviewers, 

but it has not been established how. Researchers cite a lack frameworks that outline the processes 

by which self-presentation influence interviews and even fewer studies testing the existing 

propositions (Johnson et al., 2016; Levashina et al., 2014; Lowman et al., 2019). This is 

especially important when it is the interviewers’ perceptions of candidates’ presentation that 

influence their evaluations and not the applicants actual use of self-presentation tactics (Roulin et 

al., 2014). In the next chapter I contribute to the literature by building upon Lowman, Harms and 

Mills’s (2019) Prototype Matching Model. The adapted model explains how the appearance of 

candidates’ video environments can influence interviewers’ perceptions of candidate fit.   
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Chapter Three: Theory & Hypothesis Development 

Theory Overview 

Researchers previously failed to delineate the aspects that make up a job candidates’ 

appearance. Past research has defined candidates’ appearance as their overall attractiveness or 

aesthetic (e.g., Dipboye et al., 1975; Johnson et al., 2010). Of those studies that incorporated 

candidates’ appearances, none explained the process by those appearances influence 

interviewers’ evaluations and hiring recommendations. Lowman, Harms and Mills’s (2019) 

Prototype Matching Model filled this gap. The authors’ model detailed the various components 

of candidates’ physical appearance and outlined how interviewers use those appearances to 

derive assumptions about the candidates. Lowman and coauthors argue that different aspects of 

the candidates’ physical appearance allow the interviewer to attribute different traits to the 

candidates. For instance, candidates’ height, which been associated with higher perceived power 

(Judge & Cable, 2004), can be by the interviewer to make inferences about the candidates’ level 

of ambition or assertiveness. The Prototype Matching Model goes further to explain how the 

impact of the physical cues are contextually driven.  

In the Prototype Matching Model, a candidate’s appearance positively influences an 

interviewer’s evaluations when the inferences made from the appearance have greater 

congruency with the interviewer’s prototype. Lowman and coauthors define prototypes as a 

cognitive structure that contains a set of attributes that are used to identify certain objects or 

concepts. In the case of job interviews, Lowman and coauthors argue that the perceived traits 

needed to perform the job successfully make up these set of attributes, which are determined by 

the job for which the interviewer is hiring. For example, if an employer is interviewing for a 

manager position, where assertiveness is seen as more favorable (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Martell 
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et al., 1998), assertiveness can be incorporated into the employer’s prototype. This prototype can 

be formal, where interviewers elaborate on the important attributes for the position, but without 

the proper training and preparation, prototypes can also be informal. The interviewer compares 

the inferred traits of the candidate with his/her prototype to inform evaluations. The stronger the 

match of traits (or level of congruence), the higher the interviewer assesses the candidate’s 

ability to meet the demands of the job, know as the PJ fit. PJ fit, in turn, influences hiring 

recommendations (Kristof‐Brown, 2000). Returning to the example of the candidates’ height, 

taller candidates would experience more favorable PJ fit evaluations and more hiring 

recommendations for manager positions because the interviewers’ inference of height matches 

the interviewers’ prototype.  

Figure 1 

Prototype Match Model 

 

Note. Recreated from “The influence of job candidates’ physical appearance on interview 

evaluations: A prototype matching model,” G. Lowman, P. Harms, M. Mills, Journal of 

Personnel Psychology, 18 (2), 55-69.  
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The Prototype Match Model lays the framework for how I will analyse the influence of 

candidates’ appearances including their video backgrounds (see Figure 1); however, there are 

areas of the model that I will address and aim to expand upon. Those areas include not 

differentiating between physical and professional appearances and excluding PO fit as an 

exogenous variable. Prior to discussing those weaknesses, I will explain the model in more 

detail, highlight its strengths, and use it as the scaffolding with which I will form my hypotheses.  

Inferences from Appearances 

With the Prototype Matching Model, Lowman et al. (2019) argue that physical 

appearance comprises hair, face, body type, height, clothing, and overall attractiveness. The 

authors draw from evolutionary theory to explain how the presences of those physical 

characteristics influence interviewers to make trait inferences about the candidates. Evolutionary 

theory proposes the use of physical cues (e.g., face, height, attractiveness) to evaluate threats to 

survival or opportunities for reproduction. Applied to management science, specifically 

employee selection, those physical cues are the candidate’s physical appearance used by 

interviewers to make inferences about the candidate’s ability to perform the job (Little & 

Roberts, 2012; Spisak et al., 2011).   

Past experiments provide support for Lowman et al.’s (2019) proposition that 

appearances are associated with interviewers making trait inferences. For example, DeGroot and 

Gooty (2009) found that interviewer inferences of the candidates’ personality traits, specifically, 

conscientiousness and openness, partially mediated the relationship between visual cues 

(smiling, gaze, body language, and overall attractiveness) and hiring recommendations. The 

researchers also found that attributions made from each of the Big-five personality traits 

(conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, openness, and extraversion) were significantly 
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related with the candidates’ use of visual cues. This finding led the researchers to suggest that 

interviewers will make inferences from all available visual cues; however, not all those 

inferences were influential, as shown by only two trait dimensions (conscientiousness and 

openness) having a significant relationship with hiring recommendations. This latter point can be 

explained by how interviewers use prototypes to evaluate candidates, which will be discussed in 

the later sections.  

Another study conducted by Gifford and colleagues (1985) provides further support fora 

prototype matching process and provides insight into how different types of appearances can be 

influential. The researchers found that interviewers used visual cues to make inferences about 

candidates’ motivation and social skills. Interestingly, the researchers found that certain visual 

cues applied to certain inferences. For example, smiling was used by the interviewers to infer 

motivation, while the candidates’ formality of dress led to greater attributions of social skills. 

Lowman et al.’s (2019) model considers that difference aspects of a candidate’s appearance can 

elicit different trait inferences from the interviewer; however, it does not differentiate between 

appearances that are physical (e.g., smiling) and those that are professional (e.g., dress attire). In 

the next section, I refine the concept of candidates’ appearance to allow for the inclusion of 

video backgrounds.  

Including Professional Appearances 

A drawback of the Prototype Match Model is that it focuses solely on physical 

appearances. Barrick et al.(2009) have argued that appearances can be classified as either 

physical or professional. They define physical appearance as “the beauty and physical appeal of 

an individual” (p. 1388) while professional appearance refers to the individuals’ “level of 

hygiene, personal grooming, and appropriate dress” (p. 1388). I go further to define professional 
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appearances that are any self-presentation factor largely within the candidate’s control and is 

subject to the norms of the group or organization in which it is present. For example, a candidate 

cannot easily control their facial bone structure, but they can control how well it is 

groomed/maintained to fit in with a group. Evidence supports the distinction between the two 

types of appearances. Boor and coauthors’ (1983) examination of medical residency interviews 

found that interviewers’ rating of attractiveness did not significantly influence their hiring 

rankings, but that their ratings of candidates’ grooming did. Peluchette, Karl, and Rust (2006) 

found that respondents placed importance on workplace attire, as assimilating their professional 

appearances to the organization resulted in enhanced their workplace outcomes. Despite this 

distinction, Lowman et al. (2019) only focused on the physical appearances of the candidate. 

Furthermore, they classified the candidates’ choice of clothing to be a component of one’s 

physical appearance instead of a component of one’s professional appearance, as denoted by 

Barrick et al. (2009). It is an important distinction to make because in the later sections I will 

argue that candidates’ video backgrounds, like their dress attire, are a function of their 

professional appearance which will primarily influence interviewers’ hiring recommendations 

via evaluations of PO fit.  

Video Environments as Professional Appearance 

Although Barrick et al. (2009) defined professional appearance as one’s level of hygiene, 

personal grooming, and appropriate dress, but based on my definition, it should include 

candidates’ video backgrounds. A survey of 426 professionals, conducted by Zandan and Lynch 

(2020), supports this notion by finding that video backgrounds follow a similar evaluative 

process as dress attire. The study found that the choice of presenters’ video backgrounds was 

deemed to be a factor of greater importance for audiences than the presenters’ choice of dress 
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attire. In addition, most of the respondents stated that being able to view the speakers’ actual 

room led to higher impressions of authenticity (65%), expertise (52%), and trustworthiness 

(73%), compared with the speaker using a blank wall or virtual background. These impressions 

highlight how video backgrounds can be used by the viewer to make personality attributions. 

Since most video interviews are conducted in the candidates’ personal space, I draw from the 

environmental psychology literature to explain how a view into the candidates’ personal space, 

specifically of their possessions, can allow for the interviewer to make personality trait 

attributions.  

Gosling, Ko, Mannarelli, and Morris (2002) conducted the first widely cited empirical 

research that examined how individuals make assumptions about others’ personality when 

viewing their personal spaces (i.e., bedroom and home office). The participants in the study used 

almost every cue available (e.g., the lighting, objects, and their tidiness) to make personality 

attributions. For example, the presence of ‘stylish’ furniture was significantly correlated with 

observers’ inferences of conscientiousness (r = 0.33; p <. 01) and agreeableness (r = 0.33; p < 

.01). This could suggest why people formed stronger impressions from online speakers when 

they have their personal space visible in the backgrounds (Zandan & Lynch, 2020), and why 

practitioners suggest that these same backgrounds can distract interviewers when they are 

evaluating (e.g., Liu, 2020). The more cues present in the speakers’ video background, the more 

personality attributions that can be made– for better or for worse. While no research has 

examined whether job candidates’ video backgrounds can be a form of self-presentation, Gosling 

et al (2002) suggest the possibility by stating: “By displaying [certain] symbols (e.g., a poster of 

Martin Luther King, university memorabilia), occupants may be intentionally communicating 

their attitudes and values to others.” (p. 381). 
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I predict that different personal objects present in video backgrounds will elicit different 

personality trait attributions from the interviewer. Scholars have defined two main types of 

objects – symbolic and functional (Prentice, 1988; Dittmar, 1991). Symbolic objects act as an 

extension of oneself, an outlet for individuals to expressive themselves. Functional objects act as 

a literal extension of oneself by allowing us to do things we were otherwise incapable of doing 

(Belk, 1988). Findings from environmental psychology show a difference between how these 

objects, when seen in another’s in an environment, are processed. Functional objects have been 

found to be associated with competence – consisting of the personality traits conscientiousness 

and openness and symbolic objects have been found to be associated warmth – consisting of the 

personality traits agreeableness and extraversion (Poggio et al., 2013). The level of tidiness of 

these objects can also influence interviewers’ judgements; however, given that candidates are 

motivated to make a good impression on the interviewer, it is reasonable to assume that they will 

organize their backgrounds when possible.  

As suggested by hiring practitioners, the inclusion of these objects in the video background 

can be a distraction. A theory on marketing communication, the Elaboration Likelihood Model, 

stipulates that lowering the number of distractions (also called peripheral cues) will increase the 

focus on the important aspects of a communication, which in the case of an interview is the 

candidates’ responses (Forret & Turban, 1996; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Thus, when candidates 

have different objects present in their video backgrounds, it should result in the interviewer using 

those cues in forming inferences about them. Therefore, the following hypotheses focus on the 

differences in personality attributes being made from the interviewer based on whether certain 

types of objects (functional or symbolic) are present in a candidate’s video background 

compared to a control condition with no objects present (i.e., a blank wall). 
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Hypothesis 1a: An interviewer will assess a candidate to have higher conscientiousness when 

functional objects are present in his/her video background compared to the control condition.  

Hypothesis 1b: An interviewer will assess a candidate to have higher openness when 

functional objects are present in his/her video background compared to the control condition. 

Hypothesis 2a: An interviewer will assess a candidate to have higher agreeableness when 

symbolic objects are present in his/her video background compared to the control condition. 

Hypothesis 2b: An interviewer will assess a candidate to have higher extraversion when 

symbolic objects are present in his/her video background compared to the control condition.  

 

Prototype Match 

A major contribution of Lowman et al.’ (2019) Prototype Matching Model is their 

incorporation of prototypes into the interviewer judgement process. Prior models that 

incorporated candidates’ physical characteristics were Heilman’s (1983) Lack of Fit and 

Dipboye’s (1985) Stereotype Fit models. Both models proposed that interview outcomes (e.g., 

ratings and hiring decisions) are influenced by stereotyping. Stereotyping involves forming 

impressions of a particular group of individuals and assigning those traits to an individual once it 

has been determined that s/he is a member of set group (Arvey, 1979). Stereotyping relies on a 

physical, often demographic, characteristic to assign traits of the group to the individual (Taylor 

et al., 1978). Prototypes, on the other hand, are more broadly classified as “fuzzy sets of 

attributes (e.g., attitudes and behaviors) that define one group and distinguish it from other 

groups” (Hogg & Reid, 2006, p. 10). In the case of a job interview, the group an interviewer is 

trying to identify is candidates who will have future success on the job. Lowman et al. (2019) 
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argue that to do so, interviewers use a desired job-specific prototype – a set of attributes the 

interviewer believes will allow for success for the specific job, for determining whether a 

candidate is in the group (a viable employee) or out. Put another way, a desired prototype 

represents the interviewers’ conceptualization of whom s/he believes is the ideal candidate 

(Rowe, 1985). In structured interviews, those desired attributes are determined ahead of time in 

the job analysis process (Campion et al., 1988); however, unstructured interviews, with a lack of 

preparation, can leave those desired attributes to the interviewers’ own conceptualization of what 

makes an ideal candidate.  

When it comes to developing the desired prototype, interviewers use their own personal 

notion of the ideal candidate as lens for processing information received from the candidate in 

the interview. This perspective aligns with previous researchers who suggested that interviewers 

use their conceptualization of an ideal candidate as a benchmark for evaluating job candidates 

(Dipboye, 1985; Graves, 1993; Shepard & Hallinan, 1980; Adkins et al., 1992). A field study 

from Dalessio and Imada (1984) found that similarity between the interviewers’ ideal candidate 

and their perceptions of the candidates positively influenced final hiring decisions. Lowman et 

al.(2019) termed this process: prototype matching.  

Prototype matching is the process by which appearances influence interviewers’ 

evaluations. This process begins when a component of a candidate’s appearance triggers a 

pattern of inferred traits from the interviewer. To make sense of the pattern of traits, the 

interviewer (in an unstructured interviewer) uses his/her prototype (comprised of specific traits) 

as a way of categorizing the candidate as either being a viable employee or not. The level of 

congruence between the interviewer’s desired prototype’s traits and the candidate’s traits 

determines the favourability of the interviewer’s evaluations. This perceptive can explain why 
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DeGroot & Grooty (2009) found that only the of two trait dimensions (openness and 

conscientiousness) influenced hiring recommendations, despite the interviewers using all the 

available clues to make trait inferences. The interviewers were evaluating the candidates for 

management positions and using their manager prototype to inform them on which personality 

trait inferences were important for selection (data from this study originated from DeGroot & 

Motowidlo, 1999). This perceptive also aligns greatly with empirical findings that examined how 

the type of job moderates how appearances influence interviewers’ judgements. For example, 

Johnson, Podratz, Dipboye, and Gibbons (2010) found that females received less favorable 

hiring evaluations when their physical appearance did not fit with the perceived level of 

attractiveness required for the job. Ruben, Hall, and Schmid Mast (2015) found that job-type 

moderated the impact of smiling on hiring recommendations; candidates who smiled for news 

reporter positions received lower evaluations compared to customer-facing positions because the 

former was seen as requiring a serious demeanor. Ruben et al. (2015) suggested that expectations 

about physical appearances and behaviors needed to perform the job is what drives interviewers 

to favor those candidates who comply with those expectations.  

Organization-Specific Prototypes and Person-Organization Fit 

While the incorporation of prototypes explains why appearances, beyond demographics, 

can influence interviewers, the model is too narrowly focused on job-specific prototypes and 

evaluations of PJ fit. The concept of prototypes emerged from social identity theory. Tajfel 

(1974) explained how people conceptualize themselves in group contexts. Indeed, the original 

purpose of prototypes was to distinguish one group from another, where ingroup members 

(members part of the same group) are liked more than outgroup members (Hogg, 2001). 

Ashforth and Mael (1989) suggest that this process applies to not only groups but also 
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organizations – where distinctive attributes, such as personality traits, are used to determine the 

ingroup and outgroup members. This conceptualization of prototypes being used for group 

members illustrates that, while prototypes in the interview can be job-specific they can also be 

organization-specific. Job-specific prototype can be thought of as the ideal candidate to do the 

job, while the organization-specific prototype can be thought as the ideal candidate to operate 

within the organization’s norms and culture. Indeed, Björklund, Bäckström, and Wolgast (2012) 

found that the description of company norms influenced how interviewers visualized the ideal 

candidate. To assess whether a candidate will fit in within their organization, the interviewer will 

use an organization-specific prototype as a benchmark for comparison. By organization-specific 

prototype, I mean a composition of personality traits the interviewer perceives as ideal to 

optimally assimilate and function in the organization. Furthermore, if job-specific prototype 

matching influences evaluations of PJ fit, then I propose that organization-specific prototypes 

influence the interviewers’ evaluation of the candidate’s PO fit.  

When it comes to PO fit, the attributes that are evaluated include personality, values, and 

goals, (Judge et al., 2000; Barrick & Parks-Leduc, 2019) whereas PJ fit primarily involves 

evaluating candidates’ knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) (Judge & Cable, 1997; Kristof-

Brown, 2000). Although there is some overlap between the two constructs, PJ and PO fit have 

been found to be unique evaluations that influence hiring recommendations (Kristof-Brown, 

2000). The trait inferences drawn from interviewers are used to evaluate how well the applicant 

will fit in with the norms and personality of the organization, with greater congruence relating to 

greater evaluations of PO fit. An important note is that the perceived congruence between the 

candidate and organization influences interviewers’ evaluations of PO fit, which often is very 

different from the actual congruency (e.g., Adkins et al., 1994). This suggests that various factors 



29 

 

and biases can influence the PO fit evaluation process (e.g., Judge et al., 2000). One of those 

factors I propose is candidates’ professional appearance, which includes their video 

backgrounds, because it elicits trait inferences which can be used to match against interviewers’ 

organizational prototypes.  

Video Backgrounds Influencing the Prototype Matching Process 

While appearances can be used by interviewers to make inferences about the candidates’ 

physical and cognitive fitness to perform at the job, their professional appearance, specifically, 

can provide inferences about the candidates’ ability to fit in with the social norms of the group. 

Barrick et al. (2009) suggested that professional appearances primarily influence interviewers 

through norm activation – appealing to the norms of others. Indeed, Lowman et al.  (2019) 

outlined how candidates’ dress attire can be used as a cue to indicate their ability to adapt to 

social norms. This has been supported with findings that the social acceptability 

(appropriateness) of dress attire is positively related to hiring recommendations (Forsythe et al., 

1985; Riggio & Throckmorton, 1988). Further supporting the notion that professional 

appearances influence perceptions of PO fit and not PJ fit, Goudge and Littrell (1989) found that 

appropriate dress attire positively influenced hiring recommendations but did not influence 

evaluators’ perceptions of the candidates’ job skills.  

When it comes to the role of video backgrounds, research in environmental psychology 

has found that viewing someone else’s personal space can evoke cognitive rules, leading 

observers to assume the characteristics of the other based on their belongings and how they are 

arranged (Perez-Lopez et al., 2017; Dittmar, 1994). Those inferences made from viewing others’ 

personal spaces and belongings have been found to be similar among participants (Gosling et al., 

2002), but that effect of those inferences can change depending on the prototype. For example, 
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people displaying luxury goods triggered similar inferences from observers; however, depending 

on the situation, those inferences led to positive or negative social assimilation (Cannon & 

Rucker, 2019). As Cannon and Rucker noted, “Because luxury consumption affects both status 

and warmth, luxury consumption produces positive (vs. negative) social consequences when 

status (vs. warmth) is diagnostic for the judgment.” (p. 776). By diagnostic, the researchers mean 

whether the inferred traits are relevant for a decision. I propose that interviewers will use an 

organization-specific prototype, that consists of different levels of the Big-Five personality trait 

dimensions, as a benchmark for evaluating the inferred traits of the candidate. The higher level 

of congruence between the desired and inferred traits3, the higher the interviewer’s evaluations of 

PO fit, and overall hiring recommendations will be.  

Hypothesis 3: The level of congruence between an interviewer’s desired organization-

specific traits and inferred Big-Five personality traits are positively related to his/her perceived 

PO fit. 

Hypothesis 4: The level of congruence between an interviewer’s desired organization-

specific traits and inferred Big-Five personality traits is positively related to his/her hiring 

recommendations.  

 

Fit to Hiring Recommendations 

An interviewer’s evaluation of PO fit has routinely been found to be positively associated 

with overall hiring recommendations (e.g., Horverak et al., 2013; Judge & Cable, 2004; 

 
3 Interviewer can use many cues from the candidate for trait inferences. While I predict that video 

backgrounds will be one of those cues, it is not the only one; therefore, the inferred Big-Five 

personality traits involves the end perceptions of the interviewer.  



31 

 

Sekiguchi & Huber, 2011). This relationship is heightened in unstructured interview formats. In 

her qualitative study, Rivera (2012) found that elite firms, who used unstructured interviews, 

prioritized matching between employer and job candidate (akin to PO fit) over technical skills 

and absolute productivity. From her observations, 40 to 75% of hiring managers putting PO fit as 

the most important indicator for hiring a candidate. This has also been experimentally proven. 

Nolan, Langhammer, and Salter (2016) found that interviewers who used unstructured interviews 

believed it was more useful to measure PO fit and subsequently use perceptions of PO fit to 

make conclusions about the candidate’s future with the organization. Therefore, I hypothesize 

that this relationship between PO fit and hiring recommendations will hold true for my study.  

Hypothesis 5: Perceived PO fit will have a positive relationship with hiring 

recommendations. 

 

Mediation 

I predict that PO fit will mediate the relationship between candidates’ appearances, 

namely the congruence between protype and perceived traits, and interviewers’ hiring 

recommendations. This hypothesis is counter to the Prototype Match Model, which proposes that 

PJ fit is the mediator between appearances and hiring recommendation. Despite this assertion, PJ 

fit is also not always the primary concern for hiring decisions; PO fit can be more important for 

hiring recommendations, depending on the situation (Nolan et al., 2016; Sekiguchi, 2007; 

Sekiguchi & Huber, 2011). For example, Sekiguchi and Huber (2011) found that contract 

duration and required knowledge specificity (e.g., manager vs. lawyer) influenced evaluators 

weighting of PJ fit when forming hiring recommendations. Despite the weight of PJ fit 

fluctuating depending on the job characteristics, the researchers found that the weight of PO fit 
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remained relatively stable. Indeed, PO fit has been found to be associated with positive work 

attitudes and job retention (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; McCulloch & Turban, 2007), outcomes 

that, Sekiguchi and Huber argue, are universally desired regardless of the job tasks. Furthermore, 

Sekiguchi and Huber found that PJ fit was primarily used as the basis for rejecting candidates 

who did not meet a minimum threshold of KSAOs for the job. This would suggest that low PJ fit 

can have detrimental affects on hiring recommendations; however, since interviews are typically 

used on candidates who pass a screening for minimum qualifications then it is important to 

understand how evaluations of PO fit influence recommendation.  

In addition, the Prototype Match Model proposed that appearances influence hiring 

recommendations via trait attributions and comparison against the ideal. Trait attributions have 

been found to influence perceptions of PO fit. Kristof-Brown’s (2000) examination of 31 

recruiters across four companies found that 100% of them used personality traits to assess PO fit. 

While the influence of appearance on interviewers’ perceptions of PO fit has yet to be explored, 

candidates have been found to use nonverbal cues from the interviewers and environment to 

gauge their own level of PO fit (Kutcher et al., 2013). I contend that the opposite will be true, 

that interviewers will use the prototype matching process primarily inform their evaluations of 

PO fit which will in turn affect their hiring recommendations.  

Hypothesis 6: Perceived PO fit will mediate the prototype matching relationship with 

interviewer hiring recommendations. 
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The Adapted Model 

I used the Prototype Match Model as the scaffolding for developing my hypotheses that I 

plan on experimentally testing. Hypotheses 1 and 2 examined how different objects in a 

candidate’s video background will cause different trait attributions from the interviewer. 

Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5 explain the process by which those video backgrounds influence hiring 

recommendations - represented in my adaption of the Prototype Match Model (see Figure 2).   

Figure 2  

Adapted Prototype Match Model 
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Chapter Four: Methodology  

Study Design  

I conducted an online survey experiment with a sample of graduate and undergraduate 

students acting as an interviewer in a hiring scenario. I used an experimental design with three 

video background conditions (functional, symbolic, and control), with participants being assign a 

background condition randomly. In each condition, the candidate, peripheral environment 

(lighting and colour of the wall), and the interview response, including non-verbal components 

(i.e., audio, posture) were the same. Controlling for this variation was accomplished by using 

video editing software to cut out the candidate from their background and placing them in each 

of the different background conditions.    

In an interview candidates can use a variety of different impression management and self-

presentation tactics, many of which have been found to influence interviewer evaluations. Thus, 

the use of an experimental design was appropriate for my study as it allowed me to standardize 

various impression management factors and isolate the background items, reducing the 

likelihood that alternative explanations could occur for the hypothesized relationships. 

Additionally, my study did not disclose to participants the full purpose of the research until the 

end, provided respondent anonymity, and used methodological separation of measurement, all 

three of which reduces the likelihood of common method bias as an alternative explanation for 

my findings.  

Common method bias is particularly important for questionnaire studies (Jakobsen & 

Jensen, 2015; Kock et al., 2021). Researchers can reduce the likelihood of common method bias 

by having respondents complete the measurement of the independent and dependent variables 

under different conditions or circumstances (Podsakoff, 2003). I aimed to reduce the likelihood 
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of common method bias by using different response/scale formats in the survey and making the 

survey available on different media formats (computer based vs. phone based) and able to be 

completed at different locations (on campus or at home). In addition, to dimmish demand 

characteristics, the full purpose of the study was concealed from the participants until they 

completed answering all the questions. Finally, my study provided multiple mentions of response 

anonymity and asked participants to answer all questions honestly. Podsakoff (2003) argued that 

allowing participants’ answers to be anonymous and assuring them that there are no right, or 

wrong answers can help reduce demand characteristics and answering in a socially desirable 

manner – two sources of common method bias.  

Sample  

The present study garnered responses from 153 undergraduate and graduate student 

participants enrolled at a Canadian university. After eliminating incomplete response (responses 

that did not provide answers to the dependent or independent variables), the final sample size 

consisted of 92 respondents. The study was advertised through postings on the university’s 

online learning management platform by several instructors across the university as well as 

physical posters on campus. The data period was over a three-week period. Participation was 

voluntary and confidentiality was ensured. As an incentive for participation, participants were 

given the chance to win a $100 gift card to the university’s campus store if they completed the 

study and provided their student emails; thus, they were provided an option if they wanted to 

remain anonymous with responses void of personal identifying information.  

Fifty-nine percent of the participants were male and 37.0% of the students were female, 

with 3.3% identifying as third-gender or gender binary. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 41 

years with the average age of respondents being 22.7 years. Eighty-four percent of participants 
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were undergraduate students and 16% were graduate students. Most participants studied business 

(45.7%), but the sample included several other major groups such as political science (15.2%), 

medical and health sciences (13.0%), communications (8.7%), and a mix from several other 

majors (15.2%). The sample was ethnically diverse with 58.7% of respondents self-categorizing 

as white, 21.7% as Asian/Chinese, 4.3% as African, 3.3% of Arab, 2.2 % as Hispanic, and 3.3% 

as other, with 6.5% preferring not to self-identify.  

Data Loss 

The dropout rate for the study was 40% with 61 participants lost. 41 participants dropped 

out before providing any responses with five participants dropping out immediately after 

consenting and 36 dropping out during or after reading the hiring vignette. Of the remaining 20 

lost participants, eight dropped after the first questionnaire (regarding the Big-Five traits of the 

ideal candidate), three dropped after watching the video interview, and five dropped midway 

through answering questions relating to the independent and dependent variables (perceived 

candidate traits, PO fit, and hiring recommendations). In addition, four participants acted as 

observers, clicking through without providing their responses. This drop rate greatly exceeds the 

expectation of approximately 15% based on the study’s length (Hoerger, 2010); however, the 

higher drop out rate can be partially explained by ‘survey fatigue’ due in part to researchers (and 

academia more generally) relying heavily on online data collection (and class delivery) methods 

since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic (de Koning et al., 2021).  

Procedures 

Participants enrolled in undergraduate and graduate courses at a Canadian university 

were provided a study invitation letter that included a link to the online survey platform: 

Qualtrics (see Appendix 1). Alternatively, five participants were recruited through posters which 
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contained similar language and information but provided a QR code for them to scan and enter 

the study through their mobile devices. After clicking on the study link or scanning the QR code, 

participants read the conditions outlined the statement of consent (Appendix 2). No participant 

declined the consent form.  

After the informed consent was completed, participants were introduced to the vignette 

by being told they were acting as an interviewer at a sales start-up company, evaluating a pre-

screened candidate for a customer service manager. The participants were provided a brief 

description of the job (Appendix 3) and organization (Appendix 4), the latter included employee 

testimonials adapted from Roulin and Krings’s (2020) study materials for a cooperative 

organization. The customer service manager position has also been found to be seen as a gender-

neutral job (Johnson et al., 2010), thus lowering the potential stereotyping effect based on the 

candidate’s sex. After introducing the situation, participants were asked to make personality 

attributions about the ideal candidate for the organization using an updated and shortened version 

of the Big Five Inventory questionnaire (BFI-2 XS; Soto & John, 2017a). 

After capturing the personality composition for the ideal candidate, participants watched 

a two-minute, recorded interview response from a fictitious candidate portrayed by the 

researcher. The script being used in the interview was developed through focus group 

conversations with both students (the sample population) and subject matter experts who worked 

in hiring and selection (see Appendix 5 for the script). The purpose of their consultation was to 

create a script to make an “average” rated the candidate’s response, in terms of job and 

organization fit, because if the candidate’s response elicited a high fit evaluation, then it could 

reduce the effects of video backgrounds. The length of the interview response - two minutes - is 

sufficient, as past research has shown that interviewers typically form strong impressions within 
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the first two minutes that heavily influence their final evaluations (Carnes et al., 2019; Barrick et 

al, 2010). Following the video, the participants evaluated the candidate’s personality, the purpose 

of which was to compare the congruence of trait attributions against those for the participant’s 

ideal/prototypical candidate.  

The same scale was used to measure the personality attributions for both the ideal 

candidate for the organization and of the candidate in the video to ensure reliability and that the 

component measures were commensurate (Edwards, 1994). As a check for patterned responses, 

an attention check (i.e., “Select strongly disagree for this question”) was included in the scale 

during its second use. In addition, participants evaluated the candidate for PO fit and hiring 

recommendations. These evaluations represent the endogenous variables in the study.  

Finally, to conclude the study, the participants assessed the candidate’s overall physical 

attractiveness, level of grooming and appropriateness of dress attire, and answered manipulation 

checks and demographic questions. The study took approximately 15 minutes to complete. The 

length of the study is appropriate as it is under the advisable 20-minute online maximum survey  

length – a threshold determined based off of  participants’ typical attention span (Revilla & 

Ochoa, 2017). 

Manipulations  

 My study manipulated the video background of the candidate. In one condition, the 

background of the candidate had art, posters, and personal photographs present. Each of these 

object types are classified as symbolic objects, objects used for self expression, and have been 

found to be uniquely different from functional objects (Prentice, 1988). The second background 

condition consisted of the functional objects: backpack, a whiteboard, and headphones. Finally, 

the control condition had no objects present and consisted of only a neutral-coloured wall, which 
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aligns with the recommendations from many hiring practitioners (e.g., Liu, 2020; Maurer, 2020). 

The control, functional, and symbolic conditions were coded as zero, one, and two, respectively 

for data analysis. Links to videos for each experimental background condition can be found in 

Appendix 6.  

Measures 

Big Five Personality Attributions: Participants’ personality trait inferences of the ideal candidate 

for the organization and the interviewing candidate were measured using the extra-short form of 

Big Five Inventory-2 scale (XS BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017; See Appendix 7). The BFI-2 

measures 15 additional trait facets that the original Big Five Inventory (John & Srivastava, 

1999), which has been widely used in research, does not; however, while the XS BFI-2 scale 

does not measure the additional facets that the BFI-2 provides, it does provide an adequate 

measure of the Big Five domains (Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Openness, 

and Neuroticism; Soto & John, 2017a). The XS BFI-2 scale was chosen because it can be 

completed in two to three minutes compared with the full BFI-2 which can take over five 

minutes to complete. Using a longer scale greatly extends the study’s durations and can have 

negative effects on participants’ attention. It is important to note, that while there are other traits 

not captured in the Big-Five personality traits, this factor model was chosen because of its ability 

to capture much of the trait lexicon, long history, cross-cultural replication, and extensive 

empirical validation (McCrae & John, 1992). The Cronbach’s alpha (α) of the scale proved poor 

(α <.60), but when the three items measuring neuroticism was removed4, the Cronbach’s alpha of 

the XS Short Scale for the ideal candidate and perceived candidate traits was 0.745 and 0.783, 

 
4 removing only one or two of the items did not bring the reliability above .7 
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respectively. Removing neuroticism as a construct was deemed appropriate as it did not directly 

relate to my hypotheses. 

Perceptions of PO fit: Participants’ perceived candidate PO fit was measured using an adaption 

of Cable and DeRue’s (2002) three item scale: ‘This applicant is a good match or fit with the 

organization and its current employees’, ‘This applicant’s personality reflects the personality of 

the organization’, and ‘The things that the candidate values in life are very similar to the things 

that the organization values.’ The items were measured on a 7-point response (1 = Strongly 

disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). The original scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .92, in a multi firm 

sample, and has been replicated by Tsai, Chi, Huang, and Hsu (2011) with an alpha of .94. In my 

study, the scale had a reliability of α = 0.84.  

Hiring Recommendations: Five items were used to measure hiring recommendations. Two items 

came from Higgins and Judge (2004): ‘I would recommend extending a job offer to this 

applicant’ and ‘overall, I would evaluate this candidate positively.’ In addition, three adapted 

items from Howard and Ferris (1996) were used: ‘I do not consider this applicant suitable for 

hiring into this organization’, ‘This applicant would have a good future in this organization’, and 

‘This applicant would make a good addition to the staff of this organization.’ The items are on a 

7-point scale (1= Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree). Higgins and Judge (2004) had an 

alpha of .92. Other researchers using the scale have sound similar levels of internal consistency 

(e.g., alpha = .83; Chen et al., 2008). Similarly, Howard and Ferris’s (1996) scale had an alpha of 

.92, with other researcher finding similar internal consistency (e.g., alpha = .95; Tsai et al., 

2005). In my study, the scale had a reliability of α = 0.927.  

Control Variables: I aimed to control for other factors in the candidate’s appearance, namely 

attractiveness, dress attire, and grooming because they have been found to be positively 
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associated with hiring outcomes (e.g., Barrick et al., 2009; Forsythe et al., 1985; Johnson et al., 

2010). Using a 7-point Likert scale, participant ranked their level of agreement with the 

following items: ‘The candidate is overall attractive’, ‘The candidate is appropriately dressed for 

the interview’, and ‘The candidate is well groomed.’ I also aimed to controlled for biases based 

on demographic similarities between participant and candidate, such as the participants’ age, 

gender, and race.  

Prototype Match: As an alternative to measuring trait congruence as an indirect way to 

determine a prototype match process, the participants were directly asked a yes/no/not sure 

question as to whether they envisioned an ideal employee for the organization. From those who 

reported ‘yes’ (n = 60), they were asked to indicate on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly 

disagree to 7 = strongly agree) their level of agreement that the candidate matched their vision of 

the ideal candidate – a direct self-report of the prototype match process. The remaining 

respondents who reported ‘no’ or ‘not sure’ (n = 32) were coded as a zero for the measurement.  

Checks 

The manipulation check questions came after the participants answered the dependent 

variables of the study. To test whether participants were conscious to the video background, 

participants were asked a yes-no question for if they noticed anything in the candidate’s video 

background. When they responded yes, they were asked an open-ended question for them to list 

which items. Two attention checks were included that asked participant to recall a specific detail 

(from an array of options) of the candidate’s video response. Of the 92 participants, only two 

participants (of the 92) failed more than one attention check; therefore, I used the entire sample 

for reporting my findings. 
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Analysis 

I used Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to conduct my analyzes and 

used R Studio to plot any diagrams. In SPSS, I used General Linear Modeling (GLM) and 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for testing my hypotheses. To test the first and second 

hypotheses, I used a ANOVA with the background conditions as the fixed factor and the 

perceived the individual trait dimensions as the dependent variable.  

I followed Edwards and Parry’s (1993) response surface method for testing the next two 

hypotheses. Edward and Parry’s method involves the use of a polynomial regression. The 

researchers argue that this method is optimal for measuring congruency over a linear regression 

that uses a squared difference between ideal and inferred traits (Z = b0 + b1(X - Y)2 +e). The 

reason is that a squared difference imposes constraints that the coefficient on X and Y is 0, the 

coefficients on X2 and Y2 are equal, and the coefficients on X2, XY, and Y2 sum to 0, all of which 

are often rejected. Therefore, I used the unconstrained quadratic equation below: 

Z = b0 + b1X + b2Y + b3X
2+ b4X*Y + b5Y

2+ e    (E1) 

In this equation (E1), X represents the interviewers’ a desired prototype/ideal level of a 

candidate’s (Big Five) trait, Y represents the interviewers’ inferred level of that trait in the 

candidate, and Z represents the dependent variable (PO fit or hiring recommendation). The 

resulting output of this polynomial regression is a concave three-dimensional quadratic, used for 

determining whether a congruency effect is present.  

A congruence effect can be concluded when two of three conditions are met (Edwards & 

Cable, 2009). The first condition is when the three second-order polynomial coefficients quantity 

b3 - b4 + b5 are negative. These coefficients represent the slope along the line of incongruence. 
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The second condition is when the first principal axis, the line that crosses through the stationary 

point (the maximization or minimization of the dependent variable), has a slope of one and an 

intercept of zero. It is hypothesized that if the slope differs from 1 then it represents a surface 

that is rotated off the congruence line. An intercept that differs from zero represents a surface 

that is shifted laterally along the incongruence line. Additionally, the second principal axis, 

which intersects the first principal axis perpendicularly at the stationary point, should have the 

greatest negative/downward curvature.  Finally, the third condition is when the surface is flat 

along the congruence line, such that the coefficient qualities b1 + b2 and b3 + b4 + b5 both equal 

0. The first and third conditions were tested using a linear combination of regression coefficients 

(Kutner et al., 2005). Since the second condition involved nonparametric combinations, 

bootstrapping was used to construct bias-corrected confidence intervals (Mooney & Duval, 

1993). Prior to these analyses, the independent variables were scale centred so that their origins 

represent a more meaningful point in the distribution of the data in the X, Y plane (Edwards, 

2002). 
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Chapter Five: Results  

Data Analysis 

My goals in data analysis were to compare interviewer trait inferences between the 

experimental video background conditions and to see how congruence between ideal and 

inferred trait dimensions are associated with interview evaluations. Prior to testing these 

relationships, I explored the relationships between the measures. Table 1 and 2 contain the 

means, standard deviations and correlations for my study’s measurements relating to the desired 

prototype and perceived candidate trait dimensions, respectively. Interestingly, whether it was 

ideal traits or perceived traits, all trait dimensions had a significant positive correlation with 

evaluations of PO fit, except for desired extraversion. In addition, openness (desired and 

perceived) and perceived conscientiousness positively correlated with each of the other trait 

dimensions.  

I also compared the different video background conditions to see the number of participants 

in each condition. Descriptive for each condition can be found in Table 3. Based on an ANOVA, 

the participants were similar in age (F (1,90) = .519, p = .597), which was important since age 

was positively correlated with perceptions of the candidate’s openness and conscientiousness. In 

addition, respondents provided similar ratings of the candidate’s attractiveness (F (1,90) = .547, 

p = .581), dress attire (F (1,90) = 1.44, p = .242), and grooming (F (1,90) = .608, p = .547) across 

the various conditions. I compared the latter to see if the appearance of the video background 

was conflated with the appearance of the candidate, especially since rating of each of these forms 

of appearance were positively correlated with one another.  

 

 



45 

 

Hypothesis 1a and b: An interviewer will assess a candidate to have higher 

conscientiousness and higher openness when functional objects are present in his/her video 

background compared to the control condition.  

Hypothesis 2a and b: An interviewer will assess a candidate to have higher agreeableness 

and higher extraversion when symbolic objects are present in his/her video background 

compared to the control condition. 

Hypothesis 1 and 2 predicted a difference between the personality traits attributed to the 

same candidate because of the presence of personal objects in the video background. Using a 

ANOVA to compare the mean scores in each condition, I fail to detect any significant difference 

between the background conditions in how the candidate’s openness (F (2, 89) = 1.660, p = 

.196), conscientiousness (F (2,89) = .204, p = .816) agreeableness (F (2,89) = .661, p = .519), 

and extraversion (F (2,89) = .665, p = .517) was perceived (See Table 4 for the descriptive 

statistics). Therefore, I reject both Hypothesis 1 and 2.  
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Table 1 

 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Desired Traits 
  

  

      

        

          Desired Prototype   

  M SD 
Hiring 

Recommendation 

PO 

Fit 
Conscientiousness Agreeableness Openness Extraversion   Age Attractiveness 

Dress 

Attire 

Hiring 

Recommendation 
5.3 1.146 

                    

PO Fit 5.3 0.980 .758**                   

Conscientiousness 4.5 0.542 .149 .220*                 

Agreeableness 4.4 0.597 .163 .213* .312**               

Openness 3.8 0.596 .181 .310** .425** .349**             

Extraversion 4.0 0.607 .177 .202 .534** .134 .216*           

Age 22.7 6.8 -.130 -.010 .008 .012 -.075 -.185         

Attractiveness 4.8 1.26 .385** .365** .212* .257* -.012 .299**   .157     

Dress Attire 5.9 1.291 .250* .279** .301** .214* .170 .374**   
-

.290** 
.337**   

Grooming 6.1 1.025 .211* .222* .425** .308** .183 .339**   .008 .452** .645** 

N=92; Trait dimensions represent respondents' desired prototype traits. 

* p < .05 

**p < .01 
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Table 2 

 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Perceived Traits 
              

          Perceived Trait Dimensions   

  M SD 
Hiring 

Recommendation 

PO 

Fit 
Openness Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness   Age Attractiveness 

Dress 

Attire 

Hiring 

Recommendation 
5.3 1.146 

                    

PO Fit 5.2 0.980 .758**                   

Openness 3.5 0.534 .354** .263*                 

Extraversion 3.7 0.825 .428** .369** .449**               

Agreeableness 3.8 0.698 .516** .539** .307** .134             

Conscientiousness 3.8 0.780 .525** .457** .452** .522** .436**           

Age 22.7 6.800 -.130 -.010 -.299** -.003 -.008 -.272**         

Attractiveness 4.8 1.260 .385** .365** .155 .327** .342** .227*   .157     

Dress Attire 5.9 1.291 .250* .279** .388** .225* .270** .389** 
  

-

.290** 
.337**   

Grooming 6.1 1.025 .211* .222* .287** .263* .338** .354**   .008 .452** .645** 

N=92; Trait dimensions represent respondents’ perceived candidate traits. 

* p < .05 

**p < .01 
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Table 3 

 

Descriptive Statistics Between Experimental Conditions       

    Means  Standard Deviation 

Background Condition n Attractiveness 
Dress 

Attire 
Grooming Age 

 
Attractiveness 

Dress 

Attire 
Grooming Age 

Control 35 4.66 5.63 5.91 23.2  .205 .236 .171 1.42 

Functional  26 5.00 6.19 6.15 23.2  .254 .176 .154 .909 

Symbolic 31 4.81 5.00 6.16 21.7   .234 .255 .218 1.14 
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Table 4 

 

Descriptive Statistics of Personality Traits Between Experimental Conditions 
     

    Means 
 

Standard Deviation 

Background 

Condition 
n Extraversion Openness Conscientiousness Agreeableness 

 
Extraversion Openness Conscientiousness Agreeableness 

Control 35 3.86 3.36 3.86 3.80 
 

.697 .460 .826 .573 

Functional  26 3.72 3.41 3.85 3.96 
 

.728 .493 .801 .756 

Symbolic 31 3.62 3.59 3.74 3.75   1.02 .625 .729 .779 
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Hypothesis 3: The level of congruence between an interviewer’s desired organization-

specific traits and inferred personality traits are positively related to his/her perceived PO fit. 

Hypothesis 4: The level of congruence between an interviewer’s desired organization-

specific traits and inferred personality traits is positively related to his/her hiring 

recommendations.  

Hypotheses 3 and 4 stipulated that the closer the desired trait level of the 

ideal/prototypical candidate matches that of evaluated candidate, the higher PO fit evaluations 

and hiring recommendation the candidate will receive. To test these hypotheses, I determined 

whether a congruence effect was present for each trait dimension individually (extraversion, 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness). I examined the three conditions for a 

congruence effect for each trait dimension. The first and third condition was determined by 

examining the significance of the coefficient quantities on the incongruence line (Y=-X) and the 

congruence line (Y=X). The second condition was determined by examining the First Principal 

Axis’s slope (p11) and intercept (p10). Two of the three conditions were needed to be present for a 

congruence effect to be concluded (Edwards & Cable, 2009). A summary of the results for each 

condition as it relates to each individual trait dimension on the dependent variable can be found 

in Table 4. The points and slopes of interest can be found in Tables 5 and 6, respectively.  

I examined and plotted the corresponding three-dimensional quadratics for each trait 

dimensions with PO fit and hiring recommendation as the dependent variable (on the Z-axis). 

Figure 3a and 3b, displays the response surface shape of the congruence of Extraversion on PO 

fit and hiring recommendations, respectively. The surface in Figure 3a had stationary points at -
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3.49 and -9.98 for X and Y, respectively. These points represent the value when PO fit is 

maximized or minimized, which in this case was a minimization of PO fit. The shape was flat 

along the Y=X line but did not have negative curvature along Y=-X line, as the shape was convex 

rather than concave. Figure 3b had a Y axis stationary point which significantly differed from 

zero indicating a saddled shape, rather than a concave shape. The coefficient quantities b1 + b2 

and b3 + b4 + b5 were not significant meaning the surface is flat along the Y=X line. However, the 

surface was not significantly negative on the Y=-X line and failed to have a principal axis slope 

of zero. Both surfaces for extraversion failed to meet two of the three required conditions for a 

congruence effect.   

Figures 3a & b  

Response Surface Plots for Extraversion Congruence Effect 

    

Note. Figures 3a (left) and 3b (right), have PO fit and hiring recommendation as the dependent 

variables on the Z-axis, respectively; the solid black line represents the Y=X (congruence) line 

located on the X, Y plane. 
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 Examining the surfaces for agreeableness, Figure 4a had stationary points of 1.56 (p < 

.05) for X and 1.27 for Y. The principal axis was rotated off the congruence line meaning PO fit 

was not maximized when the desired prototype and perceived trait levels matched. The surface 

was also not flat on the Y=X line with a significant coefficient quantity b1 + b2 (1.67, p < .05). 

The curve of the surface was negative (b3 - b4 + b5 = -1.13, p < .05). Similarly, Figure 4b was 

rotated off the Y=X line and had stationary points that extended beyond the far left of the 

diagram. The slope of the surface was negatively curved (-1.078, p < .05) along the Y=-X line 

and was flat along the Y=X line. Only the surface for agreeableness’ relationship with hiring 

recommendation exhibited a congruence effect by meeting two of the three required conditions.  

Figures 4 a & b  

Response Surface Plots for Agreeableness Congruence Effect 

   

Note. Figures 4a (left) and 4b (right), have PO fit and hiring recommendation as the dependent 

variables on the Z-axis, respectively.  

 

Examining the surfaces for conscientiousness, Figure 5a was flat along the Y=X but did 

not have negative curvature along the Y=-X line. In addition, the principal axis slope was not 
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significant meaning PO Fit was maximized at a spot off the Y=X line. The surface in Figure 5b 

had a flat surface along the Y=X line and had negative curvature on the Y=-X line; however, the 

intercept of the first principal axis was shifted laterally along the Y=-X line meaning that hiring 

recommendations was not maximized when Y=X. Despite that, the surface for conscientiousness’ 

relationship with hiring recommendation exhibited a congruence effect by meeting two of the 

three required conditions, while conscientiousness’ relationship with PO fit did not.  

Figures 5a & b  

Response Surface Plots for Conscientiousness Congruence Effect 

   

Note. Figures 5a (left) and 5b (right), have PO fit and hiring recommendation as the dependent 

variables on the Z-axis, respectively. 

 

The surface for openness on PO fit had the stationary points of 5.3 (p < 0.001) and 6.4 (p 

< 0.001) for X and Y, respectively. While the surface was flat along the Y=X line, the slope of 

the first principal axis was not significant representing a shift laterally along the Y=-X line. In 

addition, the surface did not have negative curvature along the line of incongruence; therefore, 



54 

 

the surface in Figure 6a (openness and PO fit) did not exhibit a congruence effect.  Figure 6b, 

which represented openness and hiring recommendations, was shifted laterally along the Y=-X 

line, thus hiring recommendations was not maximized when the desired prototype and perceived 

openness traits matched. Like Figure 6a, the shape of Figure 6b was flat along the Y=X line but 

did not have negative curvature when Y=-X; therefore, there was also no congruence effect 

found.  

Figures 6 a & b 

Response Surface Plots for Openness Congruence Effect 

 

   

Note. Figures 6a (left) and 6b (right), have PO fit and hiring recommendation as the dependent 

variables on the Z-axis, respectively. 

 

Of the four trait dimensions tested against the two dependent variables, only one of them 

- agreeableness on hiring recommendations - displayed a congruence effect (see Table 4). 

Overall, there is insufficient evidence to conclude that the closer the desired trait level of the 
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ideal/prototypical candidate matches that of evaluated candidate, the higher PO fit evaluations 

and hiring recommendation the candidate will receive; therefore, I reject both Hypothesis 3 and 

Hypothesis 4.  
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Table 5 

 

Test of Conditions for Trait Congruence Effects on Dependent Variables    

    Trait Dimensions 

Path type Extraversion Agreeableness Openness Conscientiousness 

Traits → PO Fit - - - 1 - - - - 3 - - 3 

Traits → Hiring Recommendation - - 3 1 - 3 - - 3 1 - - 

Note. N=92. Under the “Path type” column, the term “Traits” refers to the five quadratic terms for subjective value congruence (i.e., prototype traits, 

perceived traits, their squares, and their product). Table entries indicate which of the three conditions for a value congruence effect were met. Condition 1 

stipulates that the surface is curved downward along the incongruence line, Condition 2 indicates that the ridge of the surface runs along the congruence 

line, and Condition 3 states that the surface is flat along the congruence line. A dash means that a condition was not met. 
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Table 6 

 

Stationary Points and Principal Axes                

    Stationary Point   First Principal Axis   Second Principal Axis 

Trait Dimension Interview Outcome X0 Y0   p10 p11   p20 p21 

Extraversion PO Fit 

-

3.486** -9.975**   -11.401** -0.409   -1.456 2.443* 

Openness PO Fit 5.332** 6.372**   -0.779 1.341   10.347** -0.746 

Conscientiousness PO Fit 1.560 -1.082   -13.621 8.038   -0.888 -0.124 

Agreeableness PO Fit 1.555* 1.266   0.781 0.312   6.255* -3.208* 

Extraversion Hiring Recommendation 0.458 3.604**   3.583** 0.047   13.455** -21.489** 

Openness Hiring Recommendation 0.013 -1.408*   -1.444* 2.650**   -1.403* -0.377 

Conscientiousness Hiring Recommendation 0.808 -0.464   -2.725* 2.801**   -0.175 -0.3571** 

Agreeableness Hiring Recommendation 

-

4.076** -1.076   0.710 0.438   -10.378** -2.282* 

Note. For columns label Xo and Yo the table entries are coordinates of the stationary point in the X, Y plane. For columns labeled p10 and p11, table entries are 

the intercept and slope of the first principal axis, respectively; and for columns label p20 and p21, table entries are the intercept and slope of the second principal 

axis, respectively. Standard errors for all values were estimated using a bootstrap procedure with n = 10,000 and significance was determined using bias-corrected 

intervals.  

 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 
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Table 7 

 

Slopes Along Lines of Interest                      

    Y = X   Y = -X   First Principal Axis   Second Principal Axis 

Trait Dimension Interview Outcome ax ax2   ax ax2   ax ax2   ax ax2 

Extraversion PO Fit 0.326 0.187   -0.978** 0.853**   4.051** 0.581**   1.105 0.158 

Openness PO Fit 0.957 -0.093   0.506 -0.951   1.112 -0.104   8.047** -0.755 

Conscientiousness PO Fit 0.609 0.110   0.163 -0.016   
-

31.229** 10.010**   0.335 -0.107 

Agreeableness PO Fit 1.67** -0.631   -0.683 -1.125*   0.757 -0.243   23.051* -7.41** 

Extraversion Hiring Recommendation 0.063 0.375   -1.165** 0.281   -0.383 0.418   37.916 

-

41.357** 

Openness Hiring Recommendation 0.945 0.123   0.428 -0.835   -0.040 1.481   0.017 -0.618 

Conscientiousness Hiring Recommendation 0.984 0.029   1.859* -1.251*   -2.851 1.765*   1.476 -0.914** 

Agreeableness Hiring Recommendation 0.754 -0.104   -0.934 -1.078*   0.304 0.040   

-

29.284** -3.819** 

Note. For each line ax represents the computed coefficient quantities for on X1 (b1 + b2 for Y = X and First Principal Axis; b1 – b2 for Y=-X and Second Principal Axis); ax2 

represents the computed coefficient quantities for on X1
2 (b3 + b4 + b5 for Y=X and First Principal Axis; b3– b4 + b5 for Y=-X and Second Principal Axis). Significance for Y 

= X and Y = -X was determined through linear combination of regression coefficients while the Principal Axes were used a 

 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 
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Post Hoc Analysis 

 Thus far there has been no support for the first four hypotheses. I conducted a post-hoc 

analysis to examine different permutations of my hypotheses that can either further reject my 

hypotheses or inform future research. I found that video backgrounds continued to show no 

significant differences even when using PO fit and hiring recommendations as dependent 

variables as well as when combining the two object conditions and comparing it against the 

control condition. In addition, I used a self-reported test of the prototype match variable and 

found some evidence for a prototype match process. These post-hoc analyses will be covered in 

more detail in the following sections.  

Video Backgrounds 

When it came to Big-Five trait dimension inferences between the three experimental 

background conditions, I did not detect any significant differences. However, I wanted to see if 

there was a difference in interview outcomes: PO fit and hiring recommendations, suggesting 

that the video backgrounds affect the interviewer’s evaluations through other means other than 

personality attributions. Using the same methods for testing Hypothesis 1 and 2, I found 

evaluations of PO fit (F (2,89) = 1.630, p = .202) and hiring recommendation (F (2,89) = .950, p 

= .391) did not differ significantly between the various backgrounds. I also retested, combining 

the functional and symbolic backgrounds (n =57) to see if any objects in the video background 

resulted in a change in interviewer evaluations when compared against the control condition (no 

objects; n = 35). Similar results were found with no significant differences detected for openness 

(F (1,90) = 1.655, p = .202), conscientiousness (F(1,90) = .162, p = .689), agreeableness (F(1,90) 
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= .065, p = .799), extraversion (F(1,90) = 1.157, p = .285), PO fit (F(1,90) = .960, p = .330), and 

hiring recommendations (F(1,90) = .353, p = .554).  

Finally, I also checked to see whether attention may have played factor, with those who 

noticed the objects in the background providing different evaluations. Participants were provided 

with an attention check question that asked them if they have noticed anything in the candidate’s 

background and if so, to detail what it/they were. After manually coding, incorrect or vague 

responses such as “a wall”, there were 50 participants who correctly noticed one or more objects 

in the video background and 42 who did not or did not recall. I ran a GLM univariate analysis 

with the attention check conditions as another fixed factor six times for each trait dimension as 

well as PO fit and hiring recommendations, the resulting F-statistics can be found in Table 7. As 

per Table 7, no significant differences were detected between for those who noticed the video 

background in the different background conditions; thus, the outcome of the post-hoc analysis 

provides additional support for the rejection of Hypotheses 1 and 2. 
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Table 8 

 

F Statistics for Post-hoc Analysis    

  Openness Agreeableness Extraversion Conscientiousness PO Fit 

Hiring 

Recommendation 

Corrected Model 2.35 2.05* 1.45 2.34** 2.368** 2.295* 

Intercept 28.79* 9.19** 4.35 10.09** 9.467** 13.882** 

Age 2.37 .045 .391 4.40* .151 2.67 

Race 2.19 .920 1.74 .921 .616 .006 

Gender 3.53 1.19 .110 .469 .011 .125 

Attractiveness .000 1.61 5.68* .323 4.845* 7.34** 

Dress Attire 3.82 .549 .115 1.53 2.515 .633 

Grooming .582 2.76 .564 3.52 .002 .003 

Attention Check .278 1.06 .820 .296 2.997 2.14 

Background Condition .459 .986 1.06 .485 .2798 1.06 

Attention Check * Background 

Condition .627 2.06 .603 .886 .232 1.74 

R Squared  .299 .272 0.209 .298 .301 .294 
Condition df = 2; Attention Check df = 2; Attention Check * Condition df = 4; Error df = 77  

*p < .05 

** p < .01 
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Prototype Matching Process 

Although, there was no consistent congruence effect found with the individual trait 

dimensions, I ran hierarchical linear regressions, using PO fit and hiring recommendation as 

separate dependent variables. I incorporated the prototype match variable, that asked participants 

to rank how well the candidate matched their envision of the ideal employee for the organization. 

The goal was to see if the lack of a prototype matching relationship existed outside of personality 

traits. In the first of the regression step, I controlled for the participants age, race, gender, and 

other aspects of the candidate’s appearance (physical attractiveness, grooming, dress attire). In 

the second step, I included the prototype match predictor into the model. Descriptive statistics 

(means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations) of the new variable can be found in 

Table 8 below.  

Table 9 

 

Post-hoc Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations 
  

 

  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 

Hiring 

Recommendation 
5.28 1.115             

  
 

2 PO Fit 5.23 .980 .758**              

3 Prototype Match 3.12 2.55 .372** .328**       

4 Attractiveness 4.80 1.26 .385** .365** .162         

5 
Dress Attire 5.88 1.29 .250** .279** .168 

.337**

  
   

  
 

6 Grooming 6.07 1.03 .211* .222** .060 .452** .645**     

7 Gender 1.70 .640 -.187* -.106 -.011 -.224* -.111 -.237*    

8 
Age 22.9 6.37 -.080 -.006 -.118 .206* 

-

.306** 
.007 0.122   

9 
Race 4.36 1.97 -.230* -.078 -.210 

-

.246** 
-.238* -.376* 

0.184
* 

0.043 

Note. N=92; Prototype Match variable was determined by using a 7-point Likert scale answering "This candidate 

matched the candidate I envisioned to be ideal for the organization"; the question that was only asked to the participant 

responses who indicated that envisions an ideal employee for the organization; all responses were coded as 0.  

* p < .05 

**p < .01 
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In Table 8, prototype match has significant positive correlations with the dependent 

variables; therefore, prior to conducting the tests, I conducted an exploratory factor analysis to 

investigate whether the variable shares a common factor with PO fit and hiring 

recommendations. Factor loadings from each analysis can be found in Tables 9 and 10 below.  

Table 10 

 

PO Fit Factor Analysis Loadings 

PO Fit 1 .870 

PO Fit 2 .852 

PO Fit 3 .839 

Prototype Match .486 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For both PO fit and hiring recommendation factor analyses, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

measure of sampling adequacy was above .7 (.707 and .887, respectively) and the Bartlett’s Test 

of Sphericity was significant (χ2 = 123.8, df =6, p < .001 and χ2 = 395.3, df =15, p < .001, 

respectively). As seen in Table 9 and 10, the prototype match variable loaded onto both 

components but had a loading below .5 in each instance. It is recommended to use a higher 

threshold for factor loadings for smaller sample sizes (Yong & Pearce, 2013). One 

recommendation was to assume separate constructs if the loading is below .6 for sample sizes 

Table 11 

 

Hiring Recommendation Factor Analysis Loadings 

Hiring Recommendation 1 .756 

Hiring Recommendation 2 .908 

Hiring Recommendation 3 .895 

Hiring Recommendation 4 .931 

Hiring Recommendation 5 .895 

Prototype Match .459 

Note. item: Hiring Recommendation 1 was inversed prior to analysis. 
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under 100 (Samuel, 2017). Based on that, I suggest that the prototype match variable was enough 

of a distinct factor to conduct the proceeding post-hoc regressions.  

Two hierarchical linear regressions were run with PO fit and hiring recommendations as 

the dependent variables, the coefficients of the models are reported in Table 11. For the first 

model, I regressed the control variables onto PO fit (resulting model R2= .166, p < .05). In the 

second step, I included participants’ evaluation of how well the candidate matched their vision of 

the ideal employee for the organization (R2 = .223, p < .01; β = .249, p < .01) 5. I repeated these 

steps with hiring recommendation as the dependent variable. The model with control variables 

was significant (R2 = .196, p < .01). The model significantly improved with the inclusion of the 

prototype match variable (R2 = .272, p < .001; β = .286, p < .01). Based on this post hoc analysis, 

I find support for the theory behind Hypothesis 3 and 4 that a prototype match process is possible 

but acknowledge that it may involve other traits/factors outside of the Big-Five personality 

dimensions based on the congruence effect analyses. 

 

 
5 Cook’s distance was also computed and identified an influential outlier with a Cook’s d = .708 (the next closest 

being .301). I re-ran the analysis with the outlier removed, but received similar significant results (R2 = .223, p < 

.01; prototype match β = .229, p < .05). 



66 

 

Table 12 

 

Hierarchical Regression Coefficients 

        

    PO Fit   Hiring Recommendation 

Model   Beta (β) t Sig.   Beta (β) t Sig. 

1 

(Constant)   3.45 <.001     3.92 <.001 

Attractiveness .318 2.74 .007   .376 3.29 .001 

Dress Attire .221 1.53 .129   .097 .685 .495 

Grooming -.053 -.361 .719   -.042 -.292 .771 

Gender -.033 -.313 .755   -.084 -.805 .423 

Age .010 .089 .929   -.150 -1.36 .176 

Race .052 .477 .634   -.003 -.030 .976 

2 

(Constant)   3.15 .002     3.61 <.001 

Attractiveness .272 2.38 .020   .322 2.91 .005 

Dress Attire .194 1.38 .170   .066 .487 .627 

Grooming -.020 -.142 .887   -.004 -.032 .974 

Gender -.049 -.472 .638   -.101 -1.08 .312 

Age .037 .337 .737   -.119 -1.18 .263 

Race .085 .804 .424   .035 .344 .732 

Prototype Match .249 2.50 .014   .286 2.96 .004 

Note. N= 92; df = 91; Prototype Match variable was determined by using a 7-point Likert scale answering "This candidate matched the candidate I 

envisioned to be ideal for the organization"; the question that was only asked to the participant responses who indicated that envisions an ideal 

employee for the organization; all nonresponses were coded as 0. 
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Robustness Check 

 All prior models met the assumptions needed for regressions and ANOVAs (linearity, 

homoscedastic, multicollinearity, and normality), except for the models testing to differences 

between background conditions (F-tests for Hypothesis 1 and 2). The residuals from these 

models were not normally distributed. This violates an assumption of the test, so I ran a rank-

based nonparametric (Kruskal-Wallis H) test to compare the differences of personality 

inferences, evaluations of PO fit, and hiring recommendations between the three video 

background conditions to see if it made any impact of the results. Table 12 displays the pairwise 

comparisons of the conditions and show no significant differences detected between any of the 

conditions and the dependent variables – aligning with my prior analysis.   

Table 13 

Nonparametric Pairwise Comparisons of Conditions   

  Standardized Test Statistic 

Background Conditions Openness Agreeableness Extraversion Conscientiousness PO Fit Hiring Recommendation 

Symbolic-Functional -.276 -.021 .101 .497 1.51 1.51 

Symbolic-Control -1.72 -1.23 .803 .824 1.85 1.65 

Functional-Control -1.34 1.18 .661 .275 -.464 -.252 

Note. N = 92; df = 2; Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are the same. 

              

 Hypothesis 5: Perceived PO fit will have a positive relationship with hiring recommendations. 

The same hierarchical linear regression process was followed as the preceding post hoc 

analysis. When PO Fit (β = .832, p < .001) was added as a predictor variable to the control 

model, it significantly increased the variance accounted for in the model (R2 = .585, p < .001). 

Therefore, I found support for Hypothesis 5.  
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Hypothesis 6: Perceived PO fit will mediate the prototype matching relationship with 

interviewer hiring recommendations. 

In Hypothesis 6, I predicted that PO fit would mediate the relationship between the prototype 

matching process and overall hiring recommendations. There was no support for PO fit 

mediation for the prototype matching process involving the trait dimensions as none of the trait 

dimensions displayed a significant congruence effect with the mediating variable (PO fit). 

Instead, I tested the mediation of the prototype match variable and hiring recommendations by 

PO Fit using the Baron and Kenny (1986) method. According to there is evidence for a mediated 

relationship when both the mediator (PO fit) and the independent variable (prototype match) are 

significantly related to the dependent variable and the independent variable is significantly 

related to the mediator. In addition, if the independent variable is no longer significantly related 

to the dependent variable when controlling for the mediator, then it is a fully mediated 

relationship.   

As previously outlined, the prototype matching had a significant relationship with both 

dependent variables: PO fit and hiring recommendation. I used a regression analysis with control 

variables to test the relationship when both PO fit, and prototype match were regressed onto 

hiring recommendation. Mediation was present as PO fit maintained a significant positive 

relationship with hiring recommendations (β = .674, p < .001); however, the prototype match 

predictor became approaching significance with the inclusion of PO fit (β = .110, p < .10). 

Because the relationship between prototype match and hiring recommendations lost significance 



68 

 

when PO fit was introduced into the model, I can conclude that full mediation was present6; 

therefore, there is support for Hypothesis 6.  

Figure 7  

PO Fit Mediation 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
6 I re-ran this analysis using Hayes’ PROCESS (2012) and found similar results. The direct effect (.053) of 

prototype match on hiring recommendations was only approaching significance (p < .10. Meanwhile, the indirect 

effect of PO fit (.076) was significance (p < .05) and prototype match was positively associated with PO fit ( β = 

.096, p < .05), which signifies a full mediation relationship.  

Prototype Match .110 
Hiring 

Recommendation 

.674** 

PO Fit 

.226** 

**p < .01 
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Chapter Six: Discussion 

Summary of the Findings 

 For both job candidates and interviewers, it is important to understand the factors that can 

influence judgements in an interview and ultimately hiring decisions. I hypothesized that the 

presence of different types of personal objects in a video interview background would be used by 

the interviewer to make personality inferences about the candidate. I rejected this hypothesis 

after analyzing the inferred trait differences between video background conditions, which 

involved the presence of functional objects such as a backpack and books, symbolic objects such 

as art and photographs, or control condition with a blank, neutral coloured wall. Furthermore, no 

differences were found for evaluations of PO fit and hiring recommendations between the 

experimental conditions. Thus, there is support for the notion that personal objects in the video 

interview background are not influential to interviewer judgements.  

My research also examined the process by which video backgrounds, and candidate 

appearances more generally, can influence interviewer evaluations. I hypothesized that a 

prototype match process, where greater congruence between the interviewer’s ideal candidate 

trait level and their perceived candidate trait level, would result in more favourable interviewer 

evaluations. I used response surface methodology (Edwards and Parry, 1993) and examined the 

outputs against three conditions of a congruence effect: that the slope of the resulting surface was 

negative when the trait levels did not match, that the dependent variable was maximized at a 

point when the two trait levels matched, and that the slope of the surface was flat when the two 

trait levels matched. After testing four of the five Big-Five trait dimensions (removing 

neuroticism due to low scale reliability), I only found one congruence effect for the trait 

agreeableness on the dependent variable hiring recommendations. I followed up on the analysis, 
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using a self-reported prototype matching predictor that had participants rate the how the well the 

candidate matched their visions of the ideal candidate for the organization. With that predictor, I 

found support of the prototype match process as it was positively associated PO fit and hiring 

recommendation evaluations. This post-hoc analysis suggests that the prototype matching 

process may not involve personality traits but may involve another set of criteria by which 

interviewers compare the candidate against their prototype.  

In the post-hoc analysis I also found support for previous research that explored how 

attractiveness positively relates to interview evaluations (Johnson et al., 2010; Torres & Gregory, 

2018). Evaluations of the candidate’s attractiveness was positively related to both PO fit and 

hiring recommendations, even when controlling for other demographic variables. Interesting, 

when the prototype matching was incorporated into the controlled model (using appearance 

variables, gender, age, and race as control predictors), the strength of the candidate attractiveness 

as a predictor was diminished and lost significance. This suggests that the prototype match 

process fully mediates the relationship between the candidate’s attractiveness and evaluations of 

PO fit. 

Finally, I found a strong positive relationship of PO fit and hiring recommendations. This 

confirmed my hypothesis and aligned with findings in PO fit research (e.g., Horverak et al., 

2013; Judge & Cable, 2004; Sekiguchi & Huber, 2011). I also hypothesized that PO fit would 

mediate the relationship between video backgrounds and hiring recommendations. Due to the 

lack of relationship with the latter I had to reject this; however, using the prototype matching 

predictor as the independent variable, I found evidence to support that PO fit fully mediates the 

prototype matching process and hiring recommendation relationship. This finding may be 

because participants were asked whether the candidate matched their envision of the ideal 
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candidate for the organization and not for the position – otherwise a partial mediation may have 

been present as evaluations of PJ fit could have acted another mediating variable.  

Contributions  

My study made several contributions to hiring practitioners and the personnel selection 

literature. First, to the best of my knowledge it was the first study to experimentally test whether 

video backgrounds can influence interviewers’ evaluations. The results hint that the assumptions 

about video background being a potential distraction or positive self-presentation tactic are false. 

Future research can focus on extreme and negative video backgrounds to add cravats to or 

support the rejection of these assumptions. Second, my study tested the theory of Lowan et al.’s 

(2019) Prototype Match Model.  I found some evidence to support their prototype matching 

process but that the process is not likely driven by inferences of the Big-Five personality traits. 

Further research into this process is warranted to understand which attributes are used. Finally, 

my study answered calls for exploring how self-presentation can influence evaluations of PO fit 

and for adding to the growing body of research that implements polynomial regression and 

response surface plotting for examining PO fit relationships (Barrick & Parks-Leduc, 2019). 

Next, I discuss each contribution in turn, highlight opportunities for future research, and outline 

my study’s limitations. 

Video Interviews 

My study adds to the growing body of personnel selection that focuses specifically on video 

interviews. It explores how the medium affects how interviewers process information from 

candidates – something not deeply explored in the literature. In this case, it was the additional 

information a candidate’s background provides. Contrary to conflicting practitioner and 

researcher beliefs (Liu 2020; Pelta, 2020, Tippins, 2009), the objects in a candidate’s video 
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background did not affect the interviewer’s evaluations. The experimental design of my study 

built on observations of interviewers noticing video backgrounds (McColl & Michelotti, 2019); 

however, by isolating the background conditions, it allowed for a more precise analytical test that 

examined the influence of the video backgrounds.  

My research is a step into a nascent field which is ripe for future research. For instance, it has 

long been shown that interviewers pay closer attention to negative information in an interview 

(Schmitt, 1976); therefore, researchers could explore unprofessional/untidy video backgrounds, 

as only those type of backgrounds may be enough to catch the attention of interviewers. It would 

provide perspective to hiring practitioners’ advice to candidates to use a blank wall as it would 

be to minimize the risk of a candidate receiving a weaker evaluation due to their poor video 

background. In addition, while different background objects did not elicit different evaluations 

from interviewers, other components of the video environment such as lighting, dominate 

colours, or background noise may be influential in the evaluation process. Finally, there is room 

for qualitative research that explores and documents all the differences between video and in-

person interviews. For example, how is the rapport building different between the two mediums? 

Barrick, Swider, and Stewart (2010) found that impressions formed during the informed rapport 

building section of an interview, significantly influenced final selection decisions. Thus, any 

difference between the interview forms could be problematic for organizations using a hybrid 

approach as it could result in biases towards a specific group. 

Prototype Match Model 

My study also contributed to the personnel selection literature by experimentally testing 

Lowman et al.’s (2019) Prototype Match Model, a theoretical model that examines how 

appearances influence interview outcomes. Researchers found that appearances and impression 
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management of candidates influenced interviewer evaluations (e.g., Barrick et al., 2009) but have 

little theoretical framework for explaining why it occurred and even less work testing those 

theories. Experimentally testing the theory adds to the basis of scientific knowledge, by 

providing evidence that a theory should be accepted, rejected, or altered. In this case, I found 

some evidence that the prototype match process can positively influence interviewer evaluations 

and interview outcomes but that it should be altered to explore factors outside of, or more 

nuanced and salient traits.  

Interestingly, a congruence effect was found for agreeableness on hiring 

recommendation. The company description used in my vignette came from Roulin and Krings’ 

(2020) study which found participants to place emphasis on agreeableness being an important 

trait for the organization. This could suggest that, depending on the organization, only a few 

salient traits will be involved in a prototype match process representing an opportunity for future 

research. An alternative explanation could be that the prototype match process does not involve 

articulated prototype attributes but rather a combination of attributes that only become salient 

when the interviewer is in the process of interviewing the candidate – akin to a ‘gut feeling’ 

response (Rivera, 2015) or a ‘I’ll know it when I see it’ type of mentality. This could suggest 

why interviewers generally prefer to meet with candidates in unstructured interview formats 

(ones in which desired traits and skills are often not defined beforehand; Dana et al., 2013; 

Highhouse, 2008).  

Although I could not confirm that the prototype match process occurs through the 

comparison of desired and perceived Big-Five personality traits, the findings that the prototype 

match predictor align with Dalessio and Imada’s (1984) previous study that found the use of an 

ideal candidate as a benchmark was influential to interview outcomes. This process is important 
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for hiring practitioners’ knowledge. The process can apply to all jobs and interview situations 

they face – whether in-person or online. With many organizations prioritizing diversity and 

inclusion hiring practices, being aware of such as process can help mitigate biased hiring 

decisions or homogeneity of hired employee attributes.   

My study also aimed to delineate the candidate’s appearance, by including physical 

(attractiveness) and professional (grooming, dress attire, video background) appearances. My 

results showed that candidate attractiveness was positively associated interviewer evaluations; 

however, grooming and dress attire did not influence evaluations, providing contrary evidence to 

previous findings (e.g., Forsythe et al., 1985; Goudge & Littrell, 1989). In addition, 

attractiveness was fully mediated by the prototype match predictor. I suggest that this adds a 

layer to previous scholars who suggested that affective responses mediated the relationship 

between candidate non-verbal communication and interviewer evaluations (Johnson et al., 2016); 

however, since candidate’s attractiveness did not vary between experimental conditions (only 

between subjects), another study that provides greater variance in physical appearances is 

recommended. In doing so, future research could also explore whether the prototype match 

process acts the intermediary between in attractiveness and affect, where if a candidate’s 

attractiveness matches interviewer’s desired prototypical attractiveness, then the resulting match 

elicits an affective response from the interviewer.   

PO Fit 

 Finally, this research adds to the growing body of person-organization (PO) fit research, 

specifically answering call for better understanding how self-presentation influences evaluations 

of PO fit (Barrick & Parks-Leduc, 2019). My research expanded on the types of self-presentation 

that can influence PO fit perceptions by adding appearances (physical and professional), 
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something that was missing in previous PO fit research (Higgins & Judge, 2004; A. Kristof-

Brown et al., 2002). Interestingly, professional appearances, which included video backgrounds, 

did not have a significant effect on evaluations of PO fit. Professional appearances have been 

considered a product of norms (Dellinger & Williams, 1997; Goffman, 1956), which are often 

used to determine who is out and who fits with the group/organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; 

Hogg, 2001). My lack of significant findings raises questions for PO scholars to explore, such as 

what elements of an interview (i.e., response, non-verbal communication) does an interviewer 

evaluates when assessing for PO fit as well as why attractiveness is positively associated with 

perceived PO fit.  

Limitations  

I acknowledge some limitations of my study. First, my study involved a small sample 

size. Due to the size of the sample, I was unable to conduct an adequate confirmatory analysis on 

the latent variables. More importantly, a small sample size is more prone to providing false 

positive results because of its low statistical power (Button et al., 2013; Forstmeier et al., 2017). 

As a result of the sample size, there is a chance that the positive findings I have outlined 

previously may be incorrectly reported. Replication is ultimately required to make more solid 

conclusions.  

Another potential flaw was with the measurement tools I used. Some of the variables 

being measured were limited by the number of constructs which can lower their validity and 

reliability (Smith et al., 2000). For instance, the XPS BFI-2 scale was used as a trade-off between 

participant completion time and validity. The Big-Five personality trait dimensions have been 

used in previous impression management research (e.g., DeGroot & Grooty, 2009), but the scales 

used were longer versions. Alternatively, typically the BFI has been used as a self-assessment 
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tool, and although similar studies have been conducted, my study could have been limited 

because of the difficulty for participants to make inferences about another person’s Big-Five 

personality traits.  

Another measurement item that is a limitation was the prototype match variable that was 

incorporated into the post-hoc analysis. It was self-reported and consisted of only one question. 

As a result of its length, I was unable to conduct an exploratory factor analysis to provide more 

support for the underlying constructs – only that it did not load well onto other constructs.  

By nature of experimental designs, the results of my study are not generalizable. 

Participants only assess one candidate based on a two-minute one-way interview response. The 

length of the interview response was deemed appropriate for understanding the effects of 

appearances because impression from them can form very quickly, even as quick as the first 

second (Wills & Todorov, 2006); however, during real interviews, a certain level of impressions 

may be formed prior to ever meeting the candidate (Carnes et al., 2019) and can alter over the 

course of the interview. Despite this, the experimental design is not meant to generalize but 

rather test a theory while minimizing the opportunity for alternative explanations. Thus, future 

field study research is needed to test my findings.  

Another limitation of my study is the sample population, which only included 

undergraduate and graduate students. I classified video backgrounds as a form of professional 

appearance, but it, along with other forms of professional appearance, was not significant in 

affecting interviewer judgements or evaluations. As previously mentioned, perceptions of 

professional appearance can be driven by the norms of the group or organization. For instance, in 

some companies, dressing professionally may entail wearing a suit while in other industries the 

attire could be more casual such as jeans and t-shirt. The sample population (students) may have 
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placed limited importance on the candidate’s professional appearance as it was less relevant to 

the norms of a typical university student. It would be worth replicating the study with a sample 

population from different occupations to investigate if there is a shift in focus and importance 

toward professional appearance.  

Finally, there could have been potential flaws with my study design. Using online data 

collection means researchers cannot maintain control over the environment, and participants may 

have discussed the experiment with other participants prior to their completion. Achieving a 

diverse sample of types of students (undergraduate, graduate; majors) can help reduce this risk 

but not eliminate it completely. In addition, participants who provide unsupervised responses run 

the risk of providing careless responses. My study accounted for this by incorporating multiple 

attention checks which have been proved to identify such response and motivate respondents in 

the process (Shamon & Berning, 2020). 

Conclusion 

Although the results were not as I anticipated, there is still value in a lack of results, 

especially when it is aimed at describing certain phenomena. My research suggested that a 

prototype process is possible and warrants future research. Although there were several 

limitations that need to be addressed to drive more definitive conclusions, as of right now my 

research suggests that video backgrounds may not influence interview outcomes. If you have a 

video background with objects that are appropriate and moderately tidy, then the background 

objects in your rear my be less important than they appear.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Study Invitation Letter 

 

Dear Student,   

You are invited to participate in a research project that investigates how interview judgements 

are formed. This study is conducted by student researcher Owen Angus-Yamada and Dr. Adam 

Kanar (supervisor), and has obtained approval from the Office of Research Ethics, file 21-102 

KANAR 

This study involves: 

1. Reading about a hiring situation in which you are acting as the hiring manager.  

2. Completing a questionnaire to which there are no right or wrong answers, only indicating 

the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement.   

3. Watching a two-minute video of a candidate’s video interview response.  

4. Following the video, again completing questionnaires to which there are no right or 

wrong answers. 

5. Finally, answering for demographic questions that may be reported in the aggregate to 

protect the anonymity of your responses.  

 

It should take you approximately 15 minutes to complete the study. 

Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary. However, after completing this survey, you 

can register your email for a chance to win a $100 gift card from the Brock Campus Store. Only 

one entry is allowed per email. 

Please click on the following link to begin the survey:  

Link  
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Appendix 2: Informed Consent Statement 

INFORMATION 

This study will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. You will read a simulated hiring 

scenario and then complete a short questionnaire, to which there are no right or wrong answers. 

Afterward, you will watch an interview recording of a job candidate, and then complete some 

questions. Please note that the research cannot be fully described at this time, but after the data 

collection for the study has been completed, an explanation will be provided.  

 

RISKS 

The research requires you as a participant to answer questions about yourself (e.g., demographic 

questions) that some participants may not feel comfortable with. Please note that you are not 

required to answer all questions and you can skip any questions that you wish not to answer. In 

addition, you may also refuse to participate or withdraw from the study, at any time. This can be 

done by closing the internet browser. Please note that because the data will be collected using an 

online survey, the confidentiality and privacy of data cannot be guaranteed during web 

transmission. 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY  

The responses that you provide in this study will be completely confidential. No one will be able 

to identify you based on your responses in any presentations or publications that may result from 

this study. Some academic journals may request de-identified data for verification purposes, in 

which case responses relating to demographic information (i.e., age, race) will be shared with the 

publisher, but that information will only be reported in aggregate to protect the anonymity of 

your responses. The responses that you provide will be kept on a password-protected computer 

that is accessible to Owen Angus-Yamada and Adam Kanar. The data will be kept for a 

maximum of seven years with all personal identifiers (i.e., email addresses) removed. Please be 

aware that the host of the online survey, Qualtrics, may automatically collect some data (i.e., IP 

addresses). We will not use or save any such information. Because this project employs e-based 

collection techniques, the confidentiality and privacy of data cannot be guaranteed during web-

based transmission. 

 

COMPENSATION 

Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary. However, after completing this survey, you 

can register your Brock email for a chance to win a $100 e-gift card. You may only register your 

email once. The winner of the gift card will be contacted by Owen Angus-Yamada through the 

email provided.  
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CONTACT  

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures (or if you experience adverse 

effects because of participating in this study), you may contact Owen Angus-Yamada at 

oa20rp@brocku.ca or Adam Kanar at akanar@brocku.ca. This project has been reviewed and 

approved by the University Research Ethics Board, REB 21-102 - KANAR 

  

PARTICIPATION 

Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty. If 

you withdraw from the study, every attempt will be made to remove your data from the study 

and have it destroyed. You have the right to omit any question(s)/procedure(s) you choose. 

 

FEEDBACK AND PUBLICATION  

The results of this research will be presented at scholarly conferences and submitted for 

publication in peer-reviewed journals. If you would like a copy of the results please email Owen 

Angus-Yamada after April 30, 2022. 

 

If the preceding information is clear to you, please indicate your decision regarding participation 

by selecting one of the options below. Click the arrow to proceed with the study or close your 

browser to exit the study. By proceeding with the study, you understand your rights as a 

participant and give your consent to participate in this study.  
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Appendix 3: Job Description 
 

 
 

 

 

Job Title: Customer Service Manager  

Assignment Summary: 

 

The Customer Service Manager will deliver a first-class service to our customers throughout the 

customer service process. The role will involve the management of a small team of Customer 

Service Representatives (CSR). 

 

Key Role Responsibilities: 

 

• Address customers needs efficiently and effectively. 

• Be the first point of contact for any customer complaints or concerns.  

• Visit CSRs in the field to ensure that they are meeting Northern Inc. Customer Case 

service level, productivity, and quality - this will involve the occasional evening/weekend 

working. 

• Manage relations to ensure that customers are satisfied. 

• Work with other members of the organization to come up with new ways to improve 

customer services.  
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Appendix 4: Description of Organization from Employee 

“It’s a cool and dynamic place. At Northern Inc., it’s not all about winning. In fact, we 

often say, winning is not always the first thing. In here, it is much more important to have 

integrity in your dealings with others than to have power or money. What counts most in this 

company is integrity and honesty, it is regarded as the best policy in all cases. Also, managers 

don’t treat their employees as inferiors but as fellow workers and treat them with lots of kindness 

and consideration. Overall, in Northern Inc., it is much about cooperation, helping and sharing, 

and not about competition and acquisitiveness.” 

 

  



103 

 

Appendix 5: Candidate Interview Response 

Hi! My name is Greg. I think I would make a good customer service manager position at 

Northern Inc because of my previous experience working in a variety of customer service roles. I 

have been working with customers since I was in high school, and I try to treat customers right. 

At my previous positions, I have always worked as part of a team to come up with solutions for 

our customers but have not always resulted in implementation or significant impact. I believe 

that Northern will give me an outlet to introduce new ideas that will have a big impact.  

Under normal circumstances I am composed, and I am working to become accustomed to 

working under time pressure to meet deadlines. To assist with that, I use a variety of computer to 

facilitate my work, so I am getting better at adapting to challenges and meeting my goals. 

Something I like about the idea of being a customer service manager is communication. I 

believe I have good communication skills, especially when working with groups. I like speaking 

to groups of people, so being able to lead customer service representative meetings will be 

something I look forward to. I also like my work, so I am more than happy to spend a little more 

time when necessary. I like that Northern Inc. focuses both on its customers and collaboration 

between employees. I while I am still working on improving my listening skills and being more 

proactive with feedback, I can still be very helpful and attend to the needs of both the customers 

as well as my team - providing them with the time and resources needed to do their job while 

still acting as a productive member of the organization. 

I also wanted to mention that I did some pro bono marketing work for the local Chamber 

of Commerce. I helped manage the volunteers and advertise their events while I was a student in 

university. This experience has led me to pursue a career in customer service because I enjoyed 
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servicing the customer and meeting new people. Now I am looking to build on the manager 

aspect by leading and mentoring a team to deliver the best possible experience to customers. 
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Appendix 6: Experimental Background Manipulations 

Functional background: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=paPs62a9sWQ&t=2s  

Symbolic background: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?time_continue=1&v=EybdTL6oq8Q&feature=emb_logo  

Control condition: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ly6AEEgAzCo&ab_channel=GoodmanSchoolofBusiness%

3AStudentResearch  

  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=paPs62a9sWQ&t=2s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?time_continue=1&v=EybdTL6oq8Q&feature=emb_logo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ly6AEEgAzCo&ab_channel=GoodmanSchoolofBusiness%3AStudentResearch
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ly6AEEgAzCo&ab_channel=GoodmanSchoolofBusiness%3AStudentResearch
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Appendix 7: XS BFI-2 Items 

I see the ideal candidate for the organization/this candidate as someone who… 

1. Tends to be quiet 

2. Tends to be disorganized 

3. Worries a lot 

4. Is fascinated by art, music, or literature 

5. Is dominant, acts as a leader 

6. Is sometimes rude to others 

7. Has difficulty getting started on tasks  

8. Tends to feel depressed, blue 

9. Has little interest in abstract ideas 

10. Is full of energy  

11. Assumes the best about people 

12. Is reliable, can always be counted upon 

13. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset 

14. Is original, comes up with new ideas 

15. Is compassionate, has a soft heart  

 


